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INTRODUCTION 


A  Forest  Plan  Implementation  Workshop  was  held 
by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  in 
Cottage  Grove,  Oregon,  to  (1)  facilitate  meeting 
the  1 80  MMBF  timber  sale  volume  target 
contained  in  the  Performance  Agreement  the 
State  Director  is  entering  into;  and,  (2)  prepare 
for  the  increased  workloads  anticipated  for 
FY  1996. 

The  principal  objectives  of  the  workshop  were: 

1 .  To  develop  a  common  understanding  of 
the  background  and  need  for  the 
Performance  Agreement  to  enable  a 
clear  and  consistent  message  to  be 
conveyed  to  all  employees. 

2.  To  develop  solutions  for  the  obstacles 
and  barriers  to  success  in  FY  1 995  and 
FY  1996. 

3.  To  share  information  and 
recommendations  on  requirements  and 
processes  to  expedite  the  development 
of  timber  sales  and  other  projects  in 
conformance  with  the  Standards  and 
Guidelines  (S&Gs)  of  the  Northwest 
Forest  Plan  Record  of  Decision  (ROD). 


The  format  of  the  workshop  included 
presentations  by  technical  experts  in  response  to 
issues  relating  to  implementation  of  the  Forest 
Plan  that  were  derived  from  pre-work  input  from 
field  offices.   Break-out  sessions  were  conducted 
to  discuss  issues  and  identify  questions  that 
required  follow-up. 

This  document  is  intended  to  document  the 
issues  and  questions  from  the  workshop  and 
provide  follow-up  information  where  possible. 
The  document  represents  the  best  response  to 
concerns  raised  at  the  workshop  and  identifies 
areas  where  additional  follow-up  will  be  needed. 
The  actual  policy  is  contained  in  the  ROD  and  the 
S&Gs. 

NOTE:   Throughout  this  document,  reference  is 
made  to  the  "Performance  Agreement."   This 
applies  to  the  timber  sale  offering  requirements  in 
FY  1 995  and  the  first  quarter  of  FY  1 996. 
Where  reference  is  made  to  "FY  1996/FY  1997," 
this  refers  to  the  FY  1 996  (and  beyond)  workload 
and  issues  addressed  at  the  workshop. 
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COMMENTS  FROM  THE  STA  TE  DIRECTOR 

Elaine  Zielinski 


INTRODUCTION 

■  This  is  more  than  likely  one  of  the  more 
important  tasks  you  will  accomplish  in  your 
career  with  the  Bureau. 

■  Our  first  measure  of  Forest  Plan  success  is 
timber  sales.   Success  will  ensure  our 
continued  existence  and  funding  to  do  the 
rest  of  the  Forest  Plan. 

■  The  two  goals  for  this  meeting  are:    1 ) 
Meeting  1995  and  1996  timber  sale 
agreements,  2)  Deciding  what  work  has  to 
be  done  now  and  in  FY  96  for  success  in 
FY97. 

SENSE  OF  URGENCY 

■  The  House  of  Representatives  has  passed  a 
Timber  Salvage  Amendment.   The  Senate 
probably  will  probably  pass  a  Timber  Salvage 
Amendment.   The  Senate  language  also 
provides  sufficiency  language  for  green  sales 
under  the  Forest  Plan. 

■  By  meeting  the  performance  agreement  and 
complying  with  the  standards  and  guidelines 
of  the  Forest  Plan,  we  can  continue  to 
implement  ecosystem  management  and  the 
Forest  Plan.  That  is  offer  sales  which  do  not 
need  the  sufficiency  language.    (Avoid 
legislative  solution) 

■  Governor  Kitzhaber  has  a  task  force 
developing  proposals  for  the  transfer  of  the 
O&C  lands  to  the  State  of  Oregon. 

■  Director  Dombeck  and  I  are  signing  a 
performance  agreement  with  the  Secretary 
promising  1 80  million  board  feet  in  timber 
sales  in  FY1995  and  the  first  quarter  of 
FY1996. 

■  I  will  hold  up  my  side  of  the  agreement. 


CONCERNS  THAT  THIS  IS  A  RETURN  TO 
BUSINESS  AS  USUAL 

■  This  is  not  a  return  to  "business  as  usual." 

■  Timber  sales  and  timber  harvests  are  an 
integral  part  of  the  Forest  Plan  and 
ecosystem  management. 

■  Offering  the  1 80  mmbf  is  a  balanced  part  of 
ecosystem  management. 

■  We  are  committed  to  fully  implement  the 
Forest  Plan  and  comply  with  the  law. 

■  This  is  why  you  are  here  —  we  need  a  clear, 
consistent  message  to  the  field.   Sending  a 
memo  out  would  not  meet  this  need. 

ACCOUNTABILITY 

■  I  have  designated  Harold  Belisle  as  an  overall 
Program  Manager  at  the  State  Office.   He 
will  report  to  duty  about  May  1 . 

■  I  expect  each  district  to  have  a  Project 
Manager  to  track  and  manage  meeting  the 
timber  sale  target  for  each  district. 

■  If  you  need  help  from  other  branches, 
divisions,  etc.  (Budget,  Contracting, 
Personnel,  etc),  I  want  you  to  know  that 
every  part  of  Oregon/Washington  BLM  is 
behind  you.   I'll  get  that  message  out. 

DO  IT  RIGHT  THE  FIRST  TIME 

■  We  have  limited  resources  (money  and 
people)  to  meet  the  many  tasks  we're  being 
asked  to  do. 

■  This  is  the  most  important  (#1  priority)  I'm 
asking  you  to  do  in  the  next  year.   However, 
Jobs-in-the-Woods  and  Watershed  Analysis 
continue  to  be  very  high  priorities. 

■  With  the  processes  you  develop  in  the  short 
time  you  have  working  together,    and  with 
our  limited  budget  in  mind,  remember  that 
we  have  to  put  these  timber  sales  together 
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the  "new"  way,  the  "right"  way,  the  first  time, 
so  you  don't  have  to  do  it  over  again. 

GETTING  IT  DONE 

■  You  need  to  turn  potential  barriers  into 
guardrails  (to  successful  timber  sales). 

■  We  need  people  available  for  jobs  they  don't 
normally  do.    Example:   A  biologist  doing 
timber  sale  layout. 

■  The  small  groups  need  to  develop  the 
shortest  most  efficient  route  to  planning  and 
laying  out  a  sound  timber  sale. 

■  You  need  to  over  plan  to  meet  targets.   With 
uncertainties  a  certainty,  planning  at  100% 
may  only  give  you  80%  when  all  is  said  and 
done.   That  is  not  good  enough. 

■  You  need  to  plan  at  120%  so  that  if  a  timber 
sale  is  held  up,  we  will  still  meet  our  target. 

SUMMARY 

■  I  know  there  are  concerns  about  letting 
FY97  work  fall  through  the  cracks,  that  is 
why  you  are  here  today  and  tomorrow.    You 
need  to  decide  what  absolutely  has  to  be 
done  for  FY97. 

■  There  are  concerns  about  scarce  skills,  fire 
season  and  other  areas. 

■  This  is  why  you  have  to  spend  the  next  two 
days  developing  the  best  processes  for 
meeting  the  timber  sale  commitment. 

■  We  have  to  do  it  right  the  first  time. 

■  We  can  do  this. 
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TIMBER  SALES,  PART  I 

Joe  Lint  OR-931,  503-440-4931  fext.  288) 


OVERVIEW  AND  BACKGROUND: 

FY  1995/1996 

For  FY  1 995/1 996,  districts  have  completed 
various  levels  of  analysis  and  have  a  general 
concept  of  what  will  be  accomplished  and  the 
general  location  of  proposed  timber  sales.  These 
efforts  were  developed  within  the  framework  of 
the  ROD  and  the  S&Gs.  Although  the  processes 
and  logic  may  not  be  identical  from  district-to- 
district,  it  can  be  documented  that  they  are 
reasonable  and  within  the  decision  framework  of 
the  Forest  Plan. 

To  put  some  of  the  concerns  for  FY  1 995/1 996 
timber  sales  that  have  been  expressed  into  proper 
context,  consider  the  following: 

It  is  highly  unlikely  that  the  geographic 
placement,  even  if  it  were  done  by  random 
selection,  would  harvest  a  stand  that  would 
create  any  significant  adverse  impact  to  a 
resource  value  under  our  care  and 
management  for  FY  1995/1996. 

Selection  of  timber  sales  for  FY  1995/1996 
can  be  documented  as  meeting  the  Forest 
Plan  decisions  because  they  meet  the  test  of 
compliance  with  the  S&Gs.   For  example, 
inadvertently  cutting  a  tree  that  contains  a 
red  tree  vole  nest  will  not  violate  the  "plan" 
or  trigger  a  set  of  ecological  impacts  that  are 
detrimental  to  the  environment  .  .  .  the 
cornerstone  land  allocations  of  the  Forest 
Plan  provide  assurance  that  there  will  be  no 
far-reaching,  irreversible  impacts  from 
actions  taken  within  the  framework  of  the 
plan's  scope. 

FY  1997  and  Beyond 

For  1997  and  beyond,  the  concerns  expressed 
are  more  difficult  to  respond  to  (i.e.,  watershed 
analysis  not  completed).    However,  individual 
analysis  and  collective  synthesis  may  provide 
some  assurances. 

Managers  and  resource  specialists  tend  to 
agree  that  there  are  places  in  the  matrix  that 


can  be  regen-harvested  or  thinned  without 
impacting  important  resource  values.   These 
values  are  a  part  of  professional  land 
management  knowledge  and  are  written 
between  the  lines  in  the  ROD  and  S&Gs. 
But,  right  now,  we  can't  pinpoint  where 
these  "places"  are. 

To  ease  our  concerns  about  the  future,  it  is 
possible  now  to  quantify  the  resource  values 
that  need  to  be  considered.   This  can  range 
from  erosion  potentials  ...  to  salamanders  . 
.  .  to  age  class  distribution.   How  a  harvest 
scenario  might  play  out  is  likely  to  be  a 
ground-level  issue  not  dealt  with  in  the  ROD 
and  S&Gs.   It  would  be  best  to  do  this  at 
least  on  a  district  level,  but  the  resource  area 
may  be  the  starting  point. 

Duane  Dippon  describes  our  effort  to  harvest 
trees  in  the  context  of  the  ROD  as  designing  a 
plan  of  "least  negatives."   We  may  not  achieve 
that  by  simply  following  the  ROD  allocations  and 
the  S&Gs  with  no  attention  to  timing  and 
location. 

As  an  example,  consider  granitic  soils,  insect 
infestation,  and  spotted  owls.   In  the  minds  of 
some  biologists,  there  are  unsettled  issues  when 
it  comes  to  matrix  owls  and  their  habitat.   In  the 
literal  sense,  the  ROD  could  lead  us  down  the 
simple,  some  would  say  naive,  path  that  portrays 
all  matrix  lands  as  equal  (After  all,  they  are  all  the 
same  color  on  the  map.)  and  available  for  harvest 
with  no  further  consideration  needed  for  owls. 

With  this  value  of  matrix  owls  identified,  a  rule 
set  and  hierarchy  can  be  developed  to  help  place 
units  on  the  landscape  that  will  result  in  a  pattern 
of  harvest  with  a  "least  negatives"  effect  on  the 
spotted  owl.   Some  of  us  will  get  into  this  phase 
and  see  that  all  the  suitable  habitat  in  the  matrix 
is  scheduled  for  harvest  in  the  next  two  decades 
and  conclude  "What  is  the  use  in  scheduling 
harvest  over  that  short  of  a  time  period?" 
However,  we  have  a  choice  -  accept  our 
assessment  and  decide  there  is  no  need  to 
schedule  around  matrix  owls  or  decide  to  pursue 
the  scheduling  in  case  there  is  a  change  in 
management  direction  after  one  decade  and 
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matrix  owls  may  assume  a  greater  importance.    It 
is  best  to  manage  to  maintain  options  to  the 
extent  practicable  within  the  sideboards  of  the 
existing  plan.    Keep  in  mind  that  the  world  will 
not  stop  and  wait  for  us  on  this.   We  may  not  be 
able  to  deal  with  it  for  FY  1 995  or  1 996,  but  we 
can  be  ready  for  1 997. 

For  example  -  Begin  with  two  rules:    1 )  Account 
for  better  owl  sites  by  no  harvest  for  the  next 
ten  years  within  the  provincial  radius  of  any  owl 
site  with  >40%  federal  habitat.   2)  Incorporate 
concerns  for  adequate  short-term  dispersal 
habitat  by  no  harvest  within  any  quarter 
township  where  the  BLM  administers  >25%  of 
the  land  and  the  dispersal  habitat  condition  is 
<40%  during  the  same  time  period.  There  may 
be  more,  or  variations  on  these,  but  by  writing  a 
rule  set  to  define  values  for  the  matrix  owls  you 
have  identified  "the  scenario  of  least  negatives 
for  spotted  owls."   Obviously,  this  is  not  the 
unique  solution  and  must  be  coupled  with  those 
of  others  engaged  in  the  same  thought  process 
(namely,  the  wildlife  biologist,  hydrologist,  soil 
scientist,  botanist,  silviculturist,  etc.)  but  it  lends 
order  and  affords  the  opportunity  to  introduce 
that  missing  element  into  the  equation  -  the 
knowledge  and  skill  of  the  BLM  resource 
professional. 

Note:   Finally,  a  personal  word  for  the  resource 
specialist,  the  wildlifers  in  particular  -  don't 
become  a  ROD  cop.   You  have  the  knowledge. 
Seek  to  apply  it;  roll  up  your  sleeves,  grab  a 
shovel  or  a  paint  can,  and  join  in  doing  the  job 
right  the  first  time  -  TOGETHER.    It  may  be 
helpful  to  all  involved  for  you  to  see,  first  hand 
(paint  can  in  hand),  how  meeting  the  wildlife  tree 
requirements  on  regen  harvests  plays  out.    Don't 
get  trapped  in  old  paradigms  that  had  you 
checking  up  on  what  others  did  only  to  lead  you 
into  confrontation  because  it's  not  what  you 
thought  was  going  to  be  the  result.   Be  there,  be 
involved,  be  patient,  and  make  your  hands  and 
your  mind  a  part  of  the  equation! 


PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


implementation  guidance 

outcome  covers  a  broad  perspective  of 

opinion  as  evidenced  by  the  following 

statement: 

■'•     When  will  pressure  for  production 
allow  more  than  bare  minimum 
ecological  consideration  within  the 
range  of  the  S&Gs? 


Response/Action:   Following  the  S&Gs  will  result 
in  more  than  a  bare  minimum  ecological 
consideration. 

The  sum  total  of  application  of  the  S&Gs  is 
expected  to  provide  habitat  conditions  on  federal 
lands  that  will  sustain  the  full  range  of  species 
evaluated  in  the  Forest  Plan.  This  result  could 
not  be  projected  with  the  application  of  bare 
minimum  standards. 

It  is  recognized  that  the  harvest  levels  of  the  past 
have  changed,  but  we  must  learn  to  work  within 
the  context  of  the  Forest  Plan  in  order  to  ensure 
that  there  is  always  a  flow  of  timber. 


Issue:  Is  occups 
murrelets  an  ace 
meeting  the  perl 
given  that  it  wot 
replace  the  sales 


le  reason  for  not 
ice  agreement, 
t  be  possible  to 
use  the  surveys 


for  murrelets  could  not  be  completed 
on  the  new  sales? 


Response/Action:   It  is  not  known  whether  it  will 
be  an  acceptable  reason,  but  to  hedge  against 
the  inevitability  that  this  will  occur  all  Resource 
Areas  should  plan  additional  units  outside  the 
murrelet  zone,  if  they  have  lands  outside,  that 
could  compensate  for  these  lost  units  in  the  short 
term.   This  may  result  in  shifting  the  harvest 
levels  between  Resource  Areas  and  between 
Districts,  if  necessary. 
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Questions/issues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  How  does  a  record  month  of 
rainfall  and  the  flows  that  result  relate 
to  the  determination  of  annual  scour 
and  deposition.  The  point  would  move 
from  where  it  was  established  the  year 
before.   Ho w  do  we  know  what  is 


Response/Action:  The  OSO  will  seek  a  definitive 
explanation. 


FY  1996/FY  1997  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED  AT  THE 
WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  If  the  intent  of  full  SAT  buffers 
for  streams  was  basically  to  meet  the 
Aquatic  Conservation  Strategy  and 
provide  additional  connectivity,  should 
we  be  required  to  leave  full  SAT 
buffers  for: 

■  commercial  thinnings  in  Riparian 
Reserves  that  provide  green-tree 
retention  with  substantial  canopy 
closure  retained, 

■  fire  salvage  where  all  trees  in  the 
full  SAT  buffer  are  dead? 


Response/Action:  The  guidance  for  the  instances 
described  above  is  provided  on  page  C-32  of  the 
ROD  as  follows: 

■  Where  catastrophic  events  such  as  fire, 
flooding,  volcanic,  wind,  or  insect 
damage  result  in  degraded  riparian 
conditions,  allow  salvage  and  fuelwood 
cutting  if  required  to  attain  the  Aquatic 
Conservation  Strategy  (ACS)  objectives. 

■  Salvage  trees  only  when  watershed 
analysis  determines  that  present  and 
future  coarse  woody  debris  needs  are 
met  and  other  ACS  objectives  are  not 
adversely  affected. 

■  Apply  silviculture  practices  for  Riparian 
Reserves  to  control  stocking,  reestablish 
and  manage  stands,  and  acquire  desired 
vegetation  characteristics  needed  to 
attain  ACS  objectives. 


In  summary,  the  boundaries  of  the  buffer  do  not 
change  because  of  fire  or  age  class.  When  these 
conditions  are  encountered  in  a  Riparian  Reserve, 
the  above  guidance  from  the  ROD  clearly  states 
that  salvage  and  thinning  may  be  appropriate  so 
long  as  it  furthers  the  achievement  of  the  ACS! 

Questions/issues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


issue:   Is  adaptive  management 

appropriate  before  1 997?   For 

example, 

a      We  are  finding  there  are  far  more 
stream  miles  needing  Riparian 
Reserves  than  may  have  been 
accounted  for  in  the  Forest  Plan 
timber  harvest  projections,  AND 

■       Is  there  an  opportunity  to 

approach  the  mitigation  provided 
in  the  EIS  whereby  numerous 
species  were  assisted  by 
increasing  the  width  of  Riparian 
Reserves  on  intermittent  streams 
by  an  alternative  means?   For 
example,  using  the  same  acreage 
total  resulting  from  the  buffer 
width  increase  {half  to  full  SAT), 
yet  distributing  them  elsewhere  in 
the  watershed  in  perhaps  a  more 
blocked  fashion? 


Response:  Adaptive  management  is  available  at 
anytime;  but  in  order  to  effect  change,  there 
must  be  information  to  support  the  need  for 
change.   Due  to  the  nature  of  most  of  the  issues 
that  would  likely  be  addressed,  it  is  unlikely  that 
sufficient  information  could  be  brought  to  bear  by 
1 997,  but  it  is  imperative  that  the  data  gathering 
begin  in  1995  and  1996  so  as  not  to  forestall  the 
need  to  address  the  topic.   Adaptive  management 
is  the  mechanism  that  permits  the  assessment  of 
"unforeseen"  events  during  the  implementation  of 
the  Forest  Plan  and  provides  an  opportunity  for 
changing  the  plan  to  account  for  them. 

Action:  The  OSO  will  take  the  lead  in  developing 
a  tracking  system  to  assist  in  the  assessment  of 
the  actual  Riparian  Reserves  placed  on  the 
ground  during  project  implementation  in  order 
that  it  may  be  compared  to  projections  made 
during  the  development  of  the  Forest  Plan. 

The  OSO  will  take  the  lead  in  approaching  the 
Regional  Ecosystem  Office  (REO)  with  the  idea  of 
approaching  the  mitigation  as  described  above.   If 
the  response  is  favorable,  the  OSO  will  work  with 
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the  Districts  with  completed  watershed  analysis 
to  portray  scenarios  that  reflect  this  line  of 
mitigation. 


Issue:  The  S&Gs  provide  the  operation 
rules  for  managing  lands  under  the 
ROD.  Given  this, 

■  How  can  the  biologist  influence 
decisions  on  matrix  lands? 

■  If  the  S&Gs  are  the  maximum 
protection  given,  why  do  we  do 
watershed  analysis? 


Response:   These  two  questions  are  intertwined. 
The  reason  for  doing  watershed  analysis  is  the 
answer  to  influencing  what  goes  on  in  the  matrix. 
In  fact,  the  watershed  analysis  provides  the 
natural  resource  specialists,  regardless  of  their 
area  of  expertise,  the  opportunity  to  add  the 
input  of  the  people  most  familiar  with  the  land. 
As  a  result  this  expands  their  influence  across  all 
land  allocations,  across  the  whole  watershed, 
and  eventually  the  landscape  as  a  whole.  The 
key  for  the  specialist  that  wants  to  participate  is 
recognition  of  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the 
various  land  allocations,  and  then  to  accept  that 
they  will  work  within  that  framework  to  meet 
them.   It  requires  that  they  explore  multiple 
scenarios  with  the  additional  insight  they  have  of 
the  land.  The  S&Gs  are  the  first  level  of 
management  direction,  but  they  do  not  address, 
for  example,  the  timing  and  location  of  timber 
harvest  in  the  context  of  a  particular  land  base 
and  the  land  allocations  inherent  therein.   It  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  specialist  to  take  on  this  task 
and  ensure  that  the  actual  on-the-ground  actions 
incorporate  the  site-specific  knowledge  they 
have,  so  that  the  implementation  recognizes  the 
goals  and  objectives  of  the  land  allocations, 
meets  the  S&Gs,  and  constitutes  the  most 
thoughtful  and  responsible  approach  possible  at 
that  point  in  time. 

Action:   Resource  Area  personnel  are  encouraged 
to  contact  Joe  Lint,  OR-931,  to  discuss 
philosophies  and  methods  for  successful 
participation  in  plan  implementation. 
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TIMBER  SALES,  PART  II 

Larry  Larsen,  OR-931,  503-952-6080 


OVERVIEW  OF  NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN  IN 
RELATION  TO  PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT 

•  When  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan  (NFP)  ROD 
was  signed  April  13,  1994,  the  FS  and  BLM 
adopted  a  common  (ecosystem} 
management  approach  for  lands 
administered  throughout  the  range  of  the 
northern  spotted  owl,  an  entire  ecological 
region. 

NFP  covers  24.455300  million  acres  of 
federally  administered  lands.   BLM 
administers  2.369828  million  acres  or 
9.69%  within  the  range  of  the  northern 
spotted  owl. 

•  The  NFP  developed  strategy  for  management 
of  federal  old-growth  and  late-successional 
forests. 

The  NFP  amended  BLM  draft  planning 
documents. 

•  Judge  William  L.  Dwyer, 

December  21,  1994,  states  that  the  NFP  is 
legally  sufficient.    He  considered  all  claims 
and  arguments  by  plaintiffs  and  found  none 
would  justify  invalidation  of  the  plan.   One 
caution  was  included: 

"The  plan  includes  monitoring 
implementation,  verification  as  to 
results,  and  validation  as  to  the 
underlying  assumptions.   The  monitoring 
program  is  described  in  section  V.   As 
written  it  is  legally  sufficient.    It 
remains,  of  course,  to  be  carried  out. 
Monitoring  is  central  to  the  plan's 
validity.   It  is  not  funded,  or  not  done 
for  any  reason,  the  plan  will  be 
reconsidered." 

"We  can  never  solve  significant  problems  from 
the  same  level  of  thinking  we  were  at  when  we 
created  the  problem."    Albert  Einstein 

President  Clinton  following  the  Forest  Conference 
on  April  2,  1 993,  mandated  a  plan  be  produced 
to  break  the  gridlock  over  federal  forest 
management.    See  ROD»3 

"Our  efforts  must  be,  insofar  as  we  are 
wise  enough  to  know  it,  scientifically 


sound,  ecologically  credible,  and  legally 
responsible." 

"A  balanced  and  comprehensive 
strategy  for  the  conservation  and 
management  of  forest  ecosystems, 
while  maximizing  economic  and  social 
benefits  from  the  forest." 
"The  plan  should  produce  a  predictable 
and  sustainable  level  of  timber  sales  and 
non-timber  resources  that  will  not 
degrade  or  destroy  the  environment." 
"When  sound  management  policies  can 
preserve  the  health  of  the  forest  lands, 
sales  should  go  forward." 

The  focus  is  on  thinking  and  doing  things 
differently. 

That  plan  has  been  developed  -  "insofar  as  we 
are  wise  enough  to  know  it."   Ecosystem  and 
adaptive  management  concepts  have  been 
adopted.   An  ecosystem  management  approach, 
not  only  a  plan  affecting  individual  species,  but 
also  that  includes  the  likelihood  of  providing  for  a 
functional  and  interconnected  old-growth  forest 
ecosystem.   Additionally  an  "adaptive 
management  process  will  be  implemented  to 
maximize  the  benefits  and  efficiency  of  applying 
the  S&Gs.  Adaptive  management  decisions  may 
vary  in  scale  from  individual  watersheds,  specific 
forest  types  and  physiographic  provinces." 
(Implementation  E-12/15) 

Direction  (ROD  and  S&Gs)  consists  of  designated 
land  use  allocations  and  extensive  S&Gs. 
Developed  to  provide  a  coordinated  ecosystem 
management  approach  to  the  planning  areas  and 
to  constitute  the  contribution  of  BLM  to  recovery 
of  late-successional  and  old-growth  related 
species.   Individual  actions  proposed  to 
implement  these  S&Gs  will  continue  to  undergo 
consultation.  (A-3) 
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Significant  changes  did  occur  under  the  NFP! 

In  1980   -   71  %  of  acres  (80%  of  the  forested 
lands)  were  available  for  timber  production. 

In  1995   -  21%  of  acres  are  available  for 

programmed  timber  harvest. 

79%  +  of  the  acreage  is  designated  to 
serve  non-timber  objectives  and,  on 
areas  where  timber  harvest  is 
programmed,  the  S&Gs  provide  an 
appropriate  level  of  conservation  of 
habitat  for  sensitive  and  lesser-known 
species. 

The  NFP  is  complex. 

Seven  land  allocation  categories,  with 
considerable  overlap  among  designed  areas. 

•  Late-Successional  Reserves  -  designed  to 
serve  as  habitat  for  late-successional  and 
old-growth  species  -  39%  of  the  landscape 

Managed  Late-Successional  Areas  - 
mapped  and  unmapped  LSRs.   Includes 
owl  activity  centers  in  LSR  above, 
protection  areas  (unknown),  15%  late 
successional/old  growth  threshold  per 
watershed  (unknown  affect) 
Congressionally  Reserved  -  20,000 
acres  —   1  %  of  lands,  mostly  LSR 

•  Special  Management  Areas  -  whole  list  of 
withdrawals  (TPCC,  Rec  sites,  etc.)   --   15% 

•  Riparian  Reserves  -  along  all  streams, 
wetlands,  etc.,  where  conservation  of 
aquatic  and  riparian  dependent  resources 
receive  primary  emphasis  and  provide 
incidental  benefits  to  upland  species  (travel 
and  dispersal  corridors,  etc)   -  22%  mingled 
with  Matrix,  plus  3%.  operational  infeasible; 
covers  approximately  50%  total  landscape 

•  Adaptive  Management  Areas  -  develop  and 
test  new  management  approaches;  each  has 
its  own  individual  objective  and  emphasis 
(seeD-12/17) 

AMAs  include  305,310  acres  (12%  of  BLM): 
by  hierarchy 

-  84,610  acres  are  LSR  restricted 

-  135,890  acres  riparian,  special 

management,  and  not  feasible 

-  56,700  acres  programmed  for  timber 

harvest  -  3%.  of  landscape 

•  Matrix  excludes  all  of  the  above 
designations.   Determined  capable  and 


available  for  timber  production  and  where 
silvicultural  activities  are  primarily  for  timber 
production.    Includes: 

-  Connectivity/Diversity  Blocks  -  78,598 

acres  or  3_%_ 

-  Medford/Klamath  Falls  stuff  -  frost,  etc  - 

125,558  acres  or  5% 

-  General  Forest  -  226,396  acres  or  10%  of 

landscape 

Three  interagency  teams  or  working  groups 
developed  the  NFP  (and  continue  in  one  form  or 
other): 

•  Agency  Coordination  Team  produces  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding.  "'[BJold 
changes  are  required'  in  how  agencies  relate 
to  one  another  ..."   MOU  establishes  a 
framework  for  cooperative  planning, 
improved  decision  making,  and  cooperative 
implementation  of  the  forest  ecosystem 
management  component  of  the  NFP. 
Interagency  groups  were  established  which 
include:    ISC,  RIEC,  REO,  RMC.   See  S&G  E 

•  Labor  and  Community  Assessment  Team 
produces  the  Interagency  Restoration 
Strategy  and  State  Community  Economic 
Revitalization  Teams  (SCERTs).  The 
Interagency  Watershed  Restoration  Strategy 
guides  the  developing  and  selecting   "Jobs- 
in-the-Woods"  restoration  projects.   "Unlike 
fiscal  year  1 994,  restoration  projects  cannot 
move  forward  with  a  preliminary  watershed 
restoration  assessment;  a  watershed  analysis 
must  be  completed"  (October  4,  1994 
memorandum). 

•  Forest  Ecosystem  Management  Assessment 
Team  (FEMAT)  developed  the  FEMAT  Report 
which  was  analyzed  in  the  FSEIS  and  led  to 
the  ROD  for  amendment  to  BLM  planning 
documents  within  the  range  of  the  northern 
spotted  owl. 

We  are  most  familiar  with  the  Forest  Ecosystem 
Management  Assessment  Team  (FEMAT)  that  led 
to  Attachment  A  S&Gs  A-D/E. 

The  team  worked  to  design  a  plan  that  would: 
meet  the  requirements  of  applicable 
laws  and  regulations,  including  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  National  Forest 
Management  Act,  Federal  Land  Policy 
Management  Act,  and  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act 
explore  adaptive  management  and 
silvicultural  techniques 
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be  based  on  the  best  technical  and 
scientific  information  currently  available 
take  an  ecosystem  approach  to  forest 
management 

particularly  address  maintenance  and 
restoration  of  biological  diversity, 
particularly  that  of  the  late-successional 
and  old-growth  forest  ecosystem 
provide  for  a  steady  supply  of  timber 
sales  and  non-timber  resources 

The  NFP  includes: 

the  requirement  that  the  land 
management  agencies  and  regulatory 
agencies  work  together  on  a  common 
vision  under  ecosystem  management 
a  multitude  of  "safeguards"  built  into 
the  plan  to  ensure  that  programmed 
products  come  from  certain  lands,  and 
that  treatments  in  designated  areas  are 
designed  to  meet  specific  land  use 
objectives 

specific  S&Gs  that  are  detailed 
requirements  describing  how  land 
managers  should  treat  the  forest  lands. 
Some  S&Gs  apply  to  all  lands,  others  to 
a  specific  land  allocation.   More  than 
one  set  of  S&Gs  may  apply  in  some 
areas;  in  most  instances,  the  more 
restrictive  S&Gs  would  apply.    In  some 
instances,  initial  implementation 
strategies  differ  from  the  long-term 
direction.   Also,  these  are  minimum 
standards  (thresholds),  not  target 
standards. 

steps  to  apply  the  S&Gs  and  adapt 
management  of  federal  forests  to 
sustain  both  the  old-growth  ecosystem 
and  a  supply  of  timber 
setting  up  groups  to  oversee  the 
necessary  monitoring  and  research  to 
continuously  seek  new  information  and 
develop  understanding  of  the 
complexities  involved  in  managing  the 
old  growth  and  late-successional  forest 
ecosystem 

"We  view  the  action  of  adopting  these  S&Gs  as  a 
beginning  and  not  an  end  of  the  process  of 
resolving  the  issues  that  have  developed  during 
the  controversy  over  federal  forest 
management."   ROD«4 

The  Real  Test  -  Implementation 

The  Plan  is  very  much  like  working  on  a  giant 
patchwork  quilt.   The  geographic  parts  have  been 
designated.   Specific  strategy  and  tactics  have 
been  developed.   As  when  working  on  that  quilt, 


we  start  with  one  square  at  a  time.   We  select  a 
patch  and  adapt  it  into  the  part  of  the  guilt  we 
are  working  on. 

Our  roles  and  tasks  should  be  becoming  fairly 
clear.    If  not,  we've  got  to  work  that  out.   As 
human  beings  before  anything  else,   we  will  have 
intrepid  conjectures  stoutly  declared,  passionately 
defended,  and  constantly  revised.   The  plan  itself 
is  adaptable.   We'll  change  as  we  go,  especially 
as  we  find  better  ways  to  accomplish  the  NFP 
objectives. 

Now  for  the  Performance  Agreement,  all  volume 
produced  counts!   But  don't  forget  that  the  public 
and  most  of  our  agency  partners  understand  the 
ROD  to  say,  "Although  certain  thinning  and 
salvage  activities  would  be  allowed  in  the 
reserves,  programmed  timber  harvest  would  only 
occur  in  the  22%  of  the  land  designated  as 
matrix  [general  forest  and  connectivity]  or 
adaptive  management  areas,  and  only  in 
compliance  with  S&Gs  designed  to  achieve 
conservation  objectives." 

Some  of  the  steps: 

read  (reread)  the  full  ROD  and  package 
of  S&Gs  and  use  the  table  of  contents 
key  watersheds  -  prior  to  timber  harvest 
watershed  analysis  is  required;  has  its 
own  calculated  PSQ 
riparian  reserves  -  determine  the  initial 
boundary  widths.   Watershed  analysis 
and  NEPA  required  to  change  boundary 
widths.   Timber  harvest  is  prohibited 
unless  salvage  follows  catastrophic 
events,  or  to  control  stocking  when 
needed  to  meet  ACS.   Is  the  action  a 
minor  activity?   "The  decision-maker  will 
use  the  results  of  watershed  analysis  to 
support  the  finding"  of  meeting  ACS. 
LSR  -  Salvage  permitted  if  it  has  neutral 
effect  (can  remove  excessive  amounts 
of  coarse  woody  debris,  facilitate 
recovery,  reduce  risks  of  large-scale 
disturbances).   Green  tree  harvest  must 
benefit  the  creation  of  better  late- 
successional/old-growth  conditions 
(habitat  improvement  if  it  benefits  late- 
successional/old-growth  species  or  has 
negligible  effect  on  them).   Harvest  of 
timber  requires  REO  review. 
Reforestation  projects  take  place 
without  review  but  the  prescription  and 
stipulation  must  be  modified  to  meet 
late-successional/old-growth  objectives. 
Matrix  -  a  wood  box? 

determine  age  class  distribution  and 

SYU  assumptions 


Forest  Plan  Implementation  Workshop 


Page  11 


locate  mapped  and  unmapped  LSRs 
determine  where  and  which  old- 
growth  fragments  to  retain. 
Threshold,  15%  within  general 
forest  management  areas  and  25- 
30%  within  connectivity/diversity 
blocks  (C-42).    Identify  priority 
protection  for  late-successional 
stands  by  inventory  and  watershed 
analysis 

identify  known  locations  of 
sensitive  species 

check  wetlands  and  initial  riparian 
reserve  boundary  widths 
determine  current  and  desired 
coarse  woody  debris  levels,  snag 
and  green  tree  retention 

Using  your  skills  and  knowledge 

•  "Forest  ecosystems  are  quite  variable 
throughout  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted 
owl.  Therefore,  site  specific  knowledge  of 
ecosystems  will  be  incorporated  into 
watershed-level  analysis  and  integrated  into 
plans  and  planning."  B-1 

The  adaptive  management  process  will  be 
implemented  to  maximize  the  benefits  and 
efficiency  of  applying  the  S&Gs.  Adaptive 
management  decisions  may  vary  in  scale 
from  individual  watersheds,  specific  forest 
types,  and  physiographic  provinces. 

•  Adaptive  management  involves  action-based 
planning,  monitoring,  researching, 
evaluating,  and  adjusting  the  objective  of 
improving  the  implementation  and  achieving 
the  goals  of  the  S&Gs.  These  S&Gs  are 
based  on  current  scientific  knowledge.   To 
be  successful,  they  must  have  the  flexibility 
to  adapt  and  respond  to  new  information. 
This  approach  will  enable  resource  managers 
to  determine  how  well  management  actions 
meet  their  objectives  and  what  steps  are 
needed  to  modify  activities  to  increase 
success  or  improve  results. 

•  The  ROD  did  not  provide  final  authorization 
for  any  timber  sale,  but  it  does  provide  that 
timber  sales  offered  subsequent  to  the 
signing  of  the  ROD  must  be  consistent  with 
amended  planning  documents. 

You  know  the  land  and  its  capabilities  and  that,  I 
believe,  is  recognized  within  the  Plan. 
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BLM  manages  .  .  .  2,369,828  acres  in  western  Oregon 

in  1980s  1,671,700  acres    -    71  %  available  for  ASQ      =     1,176  MMBF  (100%) 

the  NFP  487,241  acres    -     21  %  estimated  for  PSQ     =        211    MMBF  (18%) 


PSQ  Acres  by  Province 

%  PSQ  Acres 

PSQ  Acres 

Province  Acres 

Coast  Range 

Cascades 

Klamath 

10% 
29% 
24% 
21% 

78,000 
218,000 
191.000 
487,000 

796,000 

753,000 

821.000 

2,370,000 

PSQ  Ac.  by  Dist. 

%  of  Dist. 

Acres 

%  of  PSQ  Acres 

Dist.  Acres 

Salem 

15% 

61,660 

13% 

398,358 

Eugene 

22% 

69,789 

14% 

314,651 

Roseburg 

22% 

90,554 

19% 

419,368 

Medford 

22% 

190,995 

39% 

859,096 

Coos  Bay 

16% 

50,690 

10% 

327,162 

Klamath  Falls 

46% 

23.563 

5% 

51.193 

21% 

487,251 

100% 

2,369,828 

Timber  Targets  (MMBF)  by 


District 

PJV, 

PSQ 

P.A./PSQ 

Under  80  yrs 

Salem 

34 

35 

97% 

79% 

Eugene 

28 

36 

78% 

87% 

Roseburg 

26 

45 

58% 

57% 

Medford 

54 

57 

95% 

40% 

Coos  Bay 

32 

32 

100% 

63% 

Klamath  Falls 

6 

_6 

100% 

21% 

180 

211 

85% 

56% 

Reserve  Status  of  BLM  Sections   -   2.4  million  acres  -   6,275  sections 


LSRs 

38% 

1 00%  designated  reserve 

2,365  sections 

Matrix,  AMA, 

Connectivity 

averages  65%  reserved 

5% 

90%  reserved 

320  sections 

11% 

80%  reserved 

708  sections 

14% 

70%  reserved 

892  sections 

15% 

60%  reserved 

935  sections 

12% 

50%  reserved 

742  sections 

5% 

40%  reserved 

303  sections 

<r% 

30%  reserved 

1 0  sections 

PSQ  Reduction  10/94  -  FSEIS  to  Final  RMPs  -   Riparian  Reserve,  LSRs,  Boundary 


District 

PSQ 

FSEIS 

PSQ  Change 

Salem 

35 

44 

-20% 

Eugene 

36 

39 

-8% 

Roseburg 

45 

46 

-2% 

Medford 

57 

59 

-3% 

Coos  Bay 

32 

52 

-38% 

Klamath  Falls 

_§ 

3 

+  50% 

211 

243 

-13% 
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PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


levels  between  resource  areas  and  between 
districts,  if  necessary. 

Questions/issues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  Perception  of  the  NFP 
implementation  guidance  and  possible 
outcome.   Covers  a  broad  perspective 
of  opinion  as  evidenced  by  the 
following  statements: 

■  When  will  pressure  for  production 
allow  more  than  bare  minimum 
ecological  consideration  within  the 
range  of  the  S&Gs?  AND 

■  "When  the  music  is  over  turn  out 


Response/Action:   Following  the  S&Gs  will  result 
in  more  than  a  bare  minimum  ecological 
consideration,  and  the  music  will  not  end  unless 
we  elect  to  quit  playing. 

The  sum  total  of  the  application  of  the  S&Gs  is 
expected  to  provide  habitat  conditions  on  federal 
lands  that  will  sustain  the  full  range  of  species 
evaluated  in  the  NFP.  This  result  could  not  be 
projected  with  the  application  of  bare  minimum 
standards. 

It  is  recognized  that  the  harvest  levels  of  the  past 
have  changed,  but  we  must  learn  to  hum  and 
eventually  sing  the  new  tune  of  the  NFP  in  order 
to  ensure  that  there  is  always  a  flow  of  music. 
Our  error  would  be  to  refuse  to  play  the  tune 
because  we  do  not  like  it  when  it  is  unlikely  that 
the  old  tunes  will  experience  the  favor  they  once 
enjoyed. 


meeting  the  Performance  Agreement 
given  that  it  would  not  be  possible  to 
replace  the  sales  because  the  surveys 
of  murrelets  could  not  be  completed  or 
the  new  sales? 


Response/Action:    It  is  not  known  whether  it  will 
be  an  acceptable  reason;  but  to  hedge  against 
the  inevitability  that  this  will  occur,  all  resource 
areas  should  plan  additional  units  outside  the 
murrelet  zone,  if  they  have  lands  outside,  that 
could  compensate  for  these  lost  units  in  the  short 
term.   This  may  result  in  shifting  the  harvest 


Issue:   Is  adaptive  management 
appropriate  before  1 997?    For 
example:   (a)  We  are  finding  there  are 
far  more  stream  miles  needing  riparian 
reserves  than  may  have  been 
accounted  for  in  the  NFP  timber 
harvest  projections;  AND  (b)  Is  there  ai 
opportunity  to  approach  the  mitigation 
provided  in  the  E1S  whereby  numerous 
species  were  assisted  by  increasing  th< 
width  of  riparian  reserves  on 
intermittent  streams  by  an  alternative 
means.  For  example,  using  the  same 
acreage  total  resulting  from  the  buffer 
width  increase  (half  to  full  SAT),  yet 
distributing  them  elsewhere  in  the 
watershed  in  perhaps  a  more  blocked 
fashion? 


Response:   Adaptive  management  is  available  at 
anytime;  but  in  order  to  effect  change,  there 
must  be  information  to  support  the  need  for 
change.   Due  to  the  nature  of  most  of  the  issues 
likely  to  be  addressed,  it  is  unlikely  that  sufficient 
information  could  be  brought  to  bear  by  1997. 
However,  it  is  imperative  that  the  data  gathering 
begin  in  1 995  and  1 996,  so  as  not  to  forestall 
the  need  to  address  the  topic.   Adaptive 
management  is  the  mechanism  that  permits  the 
assessment  of  "unforeseen"  events  during  the 
implementation  of  the  NFP  and  provides  an 
opportunity  for  changing  the  plan  to  account  for 
them. 

Action:  The  OSO  will  take  the  lead  in  developing 
a  tracking  system  to  assist  in  the  assessment  of 
the  actual  riparian  reserves  placed  on  the  ground 
during  project  implementation,  in  order  that  it 
may  be  compared  to  projections  made  during  the 
development  of  the  NFP. 

The  OSO  will  take  the  lead  in  contacting  the  REO 
with  the  idea  of  approaching  the  mitigation  as 
described  above.   If  the  response  is  favorable, 
the  OSO  will  work  with  the  districts  with 
completed  watershed  analyses  to  portray 
scenarios  that  reflect  this  line  of  mitigation. 
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Question:   Concerned  that  adaptive 
management  is  not  in  the  Performance 
Agreement. 


Response:   The  NFP  acknowledges  the  need  to 
manage  resources  under  circumstances  carrying 
varying  degrees  of  uncertainty  and  the  need  to 
adjust  to  new  information.   Adaptive 
management  is  part  of  the  action-based  S&Gs. 
Different  management  strategies,  resources,  and 
geographic  locations  have  degrees  of  confidence 
varying  from  very  high  to  very  low.   Although 
there  are  acknowledged  gaps  in  information, 
there  is  enough  reliable  information,  field 
experience,  and  research  data  to  proceed  with 
implementation  of  the  S&Gs. 

We  know  if  we  follow  the  current  S&Gs  we  will 
likely  meet  the  Performance  Agreement  by  both 
offering  (and  selling)  the  target  volume.   We 
know:  The  NFP  is  based  on  the  knowledge 
known  and  applied  at  the  time  the  plan  was 
developed;  the  land  allocation  and  S&Gs  satisfy 
the  objectives  set  forth  by  the  President;  the  NFP 
complies  with  the  requirements  of  federal  law; 
the  S&Gs  were  based  on  the  best  available 
science  and  overall  are  ecologically  sound;  and 
the  plan  protects  the  long-term  health  of  the 
federal  forests.   The  NFP  provides  for  a  steady 
supply  of  timber  sales  and  non-timber  resources 
that  were  predicted  to  be  sustained  over  the  long 
term  without  degrading  the  health  of  the  forest  or 
other  environmental  resources.  As  President 
Clinton  summed  it  up  at  the  Forest  Conference, 
"Perhaps  it  won't  make  anyone  completely 
happy.   But  the  worst  thing  we  can  do  is 
nothing." 

We  also  know  that  an  adaptive  management 
process  must  be  implemented  to  maximize  the 
benefits  and  efficiency  in  applying  the  S&Gs. 
The  adaptive  management  decisions  vary  in  scale 
from  individual  watersheds,  specific  forest  types 
to  physiographic  provinces.   Changes  are 
occurring  in  the  processes  and  ways  we  can 
implement  the  plan.   To  be  successful,  the 
flexibility  to  adapt  and  respond  to  new 
information  is  necessary  and  that  is  why  site- 
specific  watershed  analysis  is  a  key  component 
of  the  land  management  process;  why  there  is  a 
"review"  process  that  focuses  on  issues  and 
ongoing  projects;  and  why  the  NFP  has  a 
implementation  monitoring  approach  enabling 
resource  managers  to  determine  how  well 
management  actions  meet  their  objectives  and 
determine  what  steps  may  be  needed  to  modify 
activities  to  increase  success  or  improve  results. 


New  information  gained  through  experience, 
monitoring,  research,  or  another  feedback  system 
will  be  evaluated  by  the  Research  and  Monitoring 
Committee  (RMC).   The  RMC  group  is  to 
"facilitate  scientific  review  of  proposed  changes 
to  the  standards  and  guidelines."   (E-17) 
Findings  that  propose  a  change,  review  historic 
information,  document  supporting  information,  or 
determine  significance  takes  time.    Much  of  the 
new  information  is  expected  to  result  from 
implementation  monitoring. 

Proposals/issues/actions  needing  interpretation, 
review,  exemptions,  or  requiring  changes  to 
S&Gs  are  being  processed  through  the  REO 
Review/OSO  Issue  Resolution  Team  (IRT). 
Questions  may  be  asked  as  soon  as  sufficient 
information  is  available  to  identify  what  is  being 
proposed  and  to  support  a  finding  of  consistency. 
There  is  no  specific  requirement  stating  that  the 
submittal  of  a  proposal  for  change  wait  until  a 
particular  point  in  the  planning  process.   At  the 
REO,  a  determination  of  conformance/non- 
conformance to  the  plan  is  made.   If  the  proposal 
is  non-conforming,  the  REO  makes  a 
recommendation  to  RIEC  as  to  whether  the 
proposal  has  merit,  either  because  it:   (a)  is  likely 
to  make  a  significant  contribution  to  the 
achievement  of  important  ecosystem  or  species 
objectives  and  has  impacts  to  habitat  that  are 
insignificant  or  can  be  mitigated,  or  (b)  better 
accomplishes  the  NFP  objectives. 
Proposals/actions/issues  can  be  recommended  as 
an  exception  to  the  S&Gs  for  the  project, 
watershed,  or  on  a  provincial  basis;  or  the  S&Gs 
can  be  changed.   Such  changes  or  exceptions 
would  normally  be  carried  forward  in  the  NEPA 
documentation  during  agency  planning  for  such 
proposals. 

The  REO  findings  are  written  with  sufficient 
information  to  explain  the  proposal  and  to 
support  the  answer,  so  that  they  may  be 
appended  to,  or  referenced  in,  NEPA  documents 
and  consultation  requests,  and  used  by  others  to 
guide  preparation  of  similar  proposals. 

Action:   Ongoing. 
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Question:  Commercial  thinning  and 
maintaining  full  SAT  riparian  buffers 
doesn't  seem  right. 


Oiiestim 


man  reserves. 


Question:  Want  a  work  group  to  lo 
at  the  riparian  reserve  issue.  Define 
the  problem  and  begin  to  change. 


Response:   Thinning,  and  salvage  trees,  within 
the  riparian  reserves  is  expected  when  it  meets, 
or  does  not  retard  or  prevent  the  attainment  of, 
the  ACS  objectives. 

Thinning  or  density  management  is  not  prohibited 
within  riparian  reserves.  Watershed  restoration 
(B-30)  is  an  integral  part  of  the  program.   Active 
silvicultural  programs  will  be  necessary  to  restore 
large  conifers  in  riparian  reserves,  e.g.,  thinning 
densely-stocked  young  stands  to  encourage 
development  of  large  conifers;  releasing  young 
conifers  from  overtopping  hardwoods.  These 
practices  can  be  implemented  along  with 
silvicultural  treatments  in  uplands  areas  although 
the  practices  will  differ  in  objective  and, 
consequently,  design. 

"Riparian  Reserve  acres  shall  not  be  included  in 
calculation  of  the  timber  base"  (C-31). 

The  main  purpose  of  the  riparian  reserves  is  to 
protect  the  health  of  the  aquatic  system  and  its 
dependent  species;  the  reserves  also  provide 
incidental  benefits  to  upland  species.   These 
reserves  will: 

help  maintain  and  restore  riparian 
structures  and  functions 
benefit  fish  and  riparian-dependent  non- 
fish  species 

enhance  habitat  conservation  for 
organisms  dependent  on  the  transition 
zone  between  upsiope  and  riparian  areas 
improve  travel  and  dispersal  corridors 
for  terrestrial  animals  and  plants  and 
provide  for  greater  connectivity  of  late- 
successional  forest  habitat 

Watershed  analysis  is  required  to  change  riparian 
reserve  widths  in  all  watersheds.   "Managers  will 
use  information  gathered  during  watershed 
analysis  to  refine  riparian  boundaries,  prescribe 
land  management  activities  including  watershed 
restoration,  and  develop  monitoring  programs." 
(ROD*  10) 


Initial  riparian  reserve  boundaries  define  where 
the  ACS  S&Gs  direct  land  use.   The  ACS 
employs  several  tactics  to  approach  the  goal  of 
maintaining  the  "natural"  disturbance  regime. 
Several  tactics  to  attain  the  goal  are: 

Land  use  activities  need  to  be  limited  or 
excluded  in  those  parts  of  the 
watershed  prone  to  instability. 
The  distribution  of  land  use  activities, 
such  as  timber  harvest  or  roads,  must 
minimize  increases  in  peak  streamflows. 

Headwater  riparian  areas  need 
protection,  so  that  when  debris  slides 
and  flows  occur  they  contain  the  coarse 
woody  debris  and  boulders  necessary 
for  creating  habitat  farther  downstream. 
Riparian  areas  along  larger  channels 
need  protection  to  limit  bank  erosion. 
Ensure  an  adequate  and  continuous 
supply  of  coarse  woody  debris  to 
channels. 

Provide  shade  and  microclimate 
protection. 

Watersheds  currently  containing  the 
best  habitat  or  those  with  the  greatest 
potential  for  recovery  should  receive 
increased  protection  and  receive  highest 
priority  for  restoration  programs. 

The  interim  widths  for  riparian  reserves  necessary 
to  meet  ACS  objectives  for  different  waterbodies 
are  established  based  on  ecologic  and 
geomorphic  factors. 

These  widths  are  designed  to  provide  a 
high  level  of  fish  habitat  and  riparian 
protection  until  watershed  and  site 
analysis  can  be  completed. 
Watershed  analysis  will  identify  critical 
hillslope,  riparian,  and  channel  processes 
that  must  be  evaluated  in  order  to 
delineate  riparian  reserves  that  ensure 
protection  of  riparian  and  aquatic 
functions. 

Riparian  reserves  are  delineated  during 
implementation  of  site-specific  projects 
based  on  analysis  of  the  critical 
hillslope,  riparian,  and  channel  processes 
and  features. 

Although  riparian  reserve  boundaries 
may  be  adjusted  on  permanently-flowing 
streams,  the  prescribed  widths  are 
considered  to  approximate  those 
necessary  for  attaining  ACS  objectives. 
Post-watershed  analysis,  riparian  reserve 
boundaries  for  permanently-flowing 
streams  should  approximate  the 
boundaries  prescribed  in  these  S&Gs. 
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Post-watershed  analysis,  riparian  reserve 
boundaries  for  intermittent  streams  may 
be  different  from  the  existing 
boundaries.   The  reason  for  the 
difference  is  the  high  variability  of  the 
hydrologic,  geomorphic,  and  ecologic 
processes  in  a  watershed  which  affect 
intermittent  streams. 
At  the  same  time,  any  analysis  of 
riparian  reserve  widths  must  also 
consider  the  contribution  of  these 
reserves  to  other  species,  including 
terrestrial.   Watershed  analysis  should 
take  into  account  all  species  that  were 
intended  to  benefit  from  the  prescribed 
riparian  reserve  widths.   Those  species 
include  fish,  mollusks,  amphibians, 
lichens,  fungi,  bryophytes,  vascular 
plants,  American  marten,  red  tree  voles, 
bats,  marbled  murrelets,  and  northern 
spotted  owls.  The  specific  issue 
concerning  spotted  owls  is  retention  of 
adequate  habitat  conditions  for 
dispersal. 

The  prescribed  widths  of  riparian  reserves  apply 

to  all  watersheds  until: 

watershed  analysis  is  completed, 

a  site-specific  analysis  is  conducted  and 

described,  and 

the  rationale  for  final  riparian  reserve 

boundaries  is  presented  through  the 

appropriate  NEPA  decision-making 

process.  (6-13) 

Action:   Ongoing. 

Riparian  reserves,  especially  the  expanded 
reserves,  were  a  late  development  in  the  NFP. 
Riparian  reserve  questions  should  have  a  task 
force  to  look  at  the  issues.   So  far,  we  have  tried 
to  push  these  issues  under  the  rug  of  watershed 
analysis  and  let  the  specialists  on  the  local  level 
go  their  many  ways. 

The  ROD  at  page  56  says,  "all  projects  in  areas 
that  require  watershed  analysis  prior  to  approval 
will  be  reviewed  to  ensure  consistency  with  the 
objectives  of  the  S&Gs."  Right  now,  all  of  the 
reviews  and  decisions  are  being  made  at  the  local 
level  with  review  by  ONRC. 


Question:  Connectivity  of  matrix  for 
other  species  -  wasn't  answered. 


Response/Action:  The  matrix  is  an  integral  part 
of  the  management  direction  included  in  these 
S&Gs  (6-1).    Production  of  timber  and  other 
commodities  are  important  objectives  for  the 
matrix.   However,  forests  in  the  matrix  function 
as  connectivity  between  late-successional 
reserves  and  provide  habitat  for  a  variety  of 
organisms  associated  with  late-successional  and 
younger  forests.   The  S&Gs  for  the  matrix  are 
designed  to  provide  for  important  ecological 
functions  such  as  dispersal  of  organisms, 
carryover  of  some  species  from  one  stand  to  the 
next, 

Approximately  65%  of  the  matrix  lands  are  in 
reserves.   Within  the  matrix,  there  is  a  host  of 
mapped  and  unmapped  reserves  to  maintain 
biodiversity.   (Also,  see  Stand  Management  6-6.) 
Retention  of  green  trees  of  various  sizes,  ages, 
and  species  in  well-distributed  patches,  as  well  as 
dispersed  individuals,  should  promote  species 
diversity.     Retention  components  in  the  matrix 
include  green  trees,  down  woody  debris,  etc. 
Within  timber  harvest  units,  large  green  trees  and 
down  woody  debris  is  being  retained  as  a  legacy 
that  bridges  past  and  future  forests  (6-6). 
Patches  of  trees  are  being  retained  near 
wetlands,  including  seeps  and  protection  buffers, 
with  a  threshold  of  at  least  1 5%  of  the 
watershed  in  late-successional  conditions.  Trees 
retained  within  the  riparian  reserves  can 
contribute  to  overall  retention  objectives,  but  will 
not  be  sufficiently  dispersed  across  the  landscape 
to  fully  satisfy  objectives.   A  diversity  of  tree 
structures  and  locations  (ridges,  etc.)  will  be 
necessary  to  meet  the  diversity  objectives. 

Watershed  analysis  should  identify  critical  species 
habitat  both  inside  and  outside  reserves,  and 
identify  critical  hillslope,  riparian,  and  critical 
terrestrial  species.   Application  of  survey  and 
manage  criteria  should  provide  for  protection  of 
known  species. 
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Question:  How  to  modify  S&Gs? 

Question:   Can  we  trade  acre  for  acre 
and  block  up  important  areas? 


local  watershed  with  all  the  cull  factors  right  - 
might  very  well  be  a  scarce  (retired)  skill.   A  task 
force  should  look  into  this  concern. 

Action:    Form  a  task  force  and  get  it  done  by 
June  1 . 


Response/Action:   The  current  S&Gs  are  a  given 
for  FY  1995  and  1996  timber  sales.    See 
OSO/REO  topic- 
Normally,  you  can  ask  for  issue  clarification. 
When  you  do  so,  you  should  have  examples  of 
the  current  condition,  and  a  specific  example 
showing  how  the  change  has  merit  to  better 
meet  the  objectives  of  the  S&Gs. 

The  conceptual  framework  for  changing  S&Gs 
will  be  scientific.   Watershed  analysis  will  be  the 
place  to  identify  S&G  changes.   "Watershed 
analysis  is  a  technically  rigorous  procedure  with 
the  purpose  of  developing  and  documenting  a 
scientifically-based  understanding  of  the 
ecological  structure,  functions,  processes,  and 
interactions  occurring  within  a  watershed." 

In  the  short  run,  the  section  on  ecological 
principles  for  management  of  late-successional 
forests  says:   "This  section  of  the  standards  and 
guidelines  is  adapted  from  the  FEMAT  Report  to 
provide  additional  information  on  the  objectives 
and  assumptions  regarding  management  to 
protect  and  enhance  habitat  for  late-successional 
and  old  growth  forest  related  species,  and  to 
protect  and  enhance  riparian  ecosystems.    It 
clarified  the  intent  of  the  standards  and 
guidelines  in  order  to  provide  guidance  for 
situations  not  specifically  covered  by  the 
standards  and  guideline." 

If  you  can  come  up  with  a  technically  rigorous 
defensible  product,  go  to  it! 


Question:   Cruising 

■  relax  standards 

■  use  scale  sales 

■  contract  cruising 


issue:  How  does  a  record  month  of 
rainfall  and  the  flows  that  result  relate 
to  the  determination  of  annual  scour 
and  deposition.  The  point  would  move 
from  where  it  was  established  the  year 
before.  How  do  we  know  what  is 
correct? 


Response:   Drought  and  wet  years  may  give 
yearly  results.  The  emphasis  should  be  on  the 
definable  channel  and  evidence  of  annual  scour 
and  deposition.   This  is  something  that  in  the 
future  should  be  discussed  and  determined  at  the 
provincial  level.    But  that  is  no  help  to  you  now. 
Only  a  site-by-site  determination  made  at  the 
proper  time  of  year  can  get  us  past  the  question 
in  FY  1995-1996. 

Action:  The  OSO  will  seek  a  definitive 
explanation. 


FY  1996/FY  1997  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED  AT  THE 
WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


issue:  If  the  intent  of  full  SAT  buffers 
for  streams  was  basically  to  meet  the 
ACS  and  provide  additional 
connectivity,  should  we  be  required  to 
leave  full  S AT  b  uff ers  f or : 
■       commercial  thinnings  in  riparian 

reserves  that  provide  green-tree 

retention  with  substantial  canopy 

closure  retained,  AND 
"      fire  salvage  where  all  trees  in  the 

full  SAT  buffer  are  dead? 


Response:  This  is  a  management  question. 
What,  where,  how  many,  and  when.    In  western 
Oregon,  we  suspect  that  people  with  these  skills 
and  talents  are  available.   Within  a  resource  area 
or  a  district,  we  may  really  be  short.   A  general 
knowledge  is  probably  there.   The  local 
knowledge  for  cruising  true  fir  or  sugar  pine  in  a 


Response/Action:   The  guidance  for  the  instances 
described  above  is  provided  on  page  C-32  of  the 
ROD  as  follows: 

Where  catastrophic  events  such  as  fire, 
flooding,  volcanic,  wind,  or  insect 
damage  result  in  degraded  riparian 
conditions,  allow  salvage  and  fuelwood 
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cutting  if  required  to  attain  the  ACS 
objectives. 

Salvage  trees  only  when  watershed 
analysis  determines  that  present  and 
future  coarse  woody  debris  needs  are 
met  and  other  ACS  objectives  are  not 
adversely  affected. 

Apply  silvicultural  practices  for  riparian 
reserves  to  control  stocking,  reestablish 
and  manage  stands,  and  acquire  the 
desired  vegetation  characteristics 
needed  to  attain  ACS  objectives. 

In  summary,  the  boundaries  of  the  buffer  do  not 
change  because  of  fire  or  age  class.  When  these 
conditions  are  encountered  in  a  riparian  reserve, 
the  above  guidance  from  the  ROD  clearly  states 
that  salvage  and  thinning  may  be  appropriate  so 
long  as  it  furthers  the  achievement  of  the  ACS. 

Questions/issues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


site-specific  knowledge  they  have,  so  that  the 
implementation  recognizes  the  goals  and 
objectives  of  the  land  allocations,  meets  the 
S&Gs,  and  constitutes  the  most  thoughtful  and 
responsible  approach  possible  at  that  point  in 
time. 


Issue:  The  S&Gs  provide  the  operation 
rules  for  managing  the  lands  under  the 
ROD.  Given  this, 

■  How  can  the  biologist  influence 
decisions  on  matrix  lands?,  AND 

■  If  the  S&Gs  provide  the  maximum 
protection  given,  why  do  we  do 
watershed  analysis? 


Response/Action:  These  two  questions  are 
intertwined.   The  reason  for  doing  watershed 
analysis  is  the  answer  to  influencing  what  goes 
on  in  the  matrix.   In  fact,  watershed  analysis 
provides  the  natural  resource  specialists, 
regardless  of  their  area  of  expertise,  with  the 
opportunity  to  add  input  from  the  people  most 
familiar  with  the  land;  and  as  a  result,  their 
influence  will  expand  across  all  land  allocations, 
across  the  whole  watershed,  and  eventually 
across  the  landscape  as  a  whole.  The  key  for  the 
specialists  that  want  to  participate  is  recognition 
of  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the  various  land 
allocations  and  the  acceptance  that  they  will 
work  within  that  framework.   This  requires  the 
specialists  to  explore  multiple  scenarios  with  the 
additional  insight  they  have  of  the  land.  The 
S&Gs  are  the  first  level  of  management  direction, 
but  they  do  not  address,  for  example,  the  timing 
and  location  of  timber  harvest  in  the  context  of  a 
particular  land  base  and  the  land  allocations 
inherent  therein.   It  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
specialists  to  take  on  this  task  and  ensure  that 
the  actual  on-the-ground  actions  incorporate  the 
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WA  TERSHED  ANAL  YS/S 

Bill  Brookes,  OR-932,  503-952-6054 


OVERVIEW  AND  BACKGROUND: 

Watershed  analysis  will  be  the  mechanism  to 
support  ecosystem  based  management,  as 
described  in  the  S&Gs  (ROD  p  E-20).  The 
ultimate  goal  is  for  watershed  analysis  to  be 
completed  on  all  watersheds  and  for  the  analysis 
to  drive  project  development.   Although  we 
originally  anticipated  that  there  would  be  an 
abbreviated  transition-period  process,  the  ROD 
describes  only  one  watershed  analysis  process. 
so  the  FY94-96  Guidelines  (June  13,  1994)  were 
written  to  tie  into  the  existing  Draft  Federal 
Guidebook  and  supplement  it  with  interpretations 
from  the  ROD. 

That  is  why  the  same  8-step  process  was  used 
even  though  the  workgroup  believed  that  some 
revision  of  the  steps  was  warranted.   The  FY94- 
96  guidelines  were  never  meant  to  stand  alone, 
that  is  why  the  guidelines  incorporated  both  the 
process  and  anticipated  products  that  were  listed 
in  the  Draft  Federal  Agency  Guide  for  Pilot 
Watershed  Analysis.     The  FY94-96  guidelines 
will  continue  to  supplement  the  revised  Federal 
Watershed  Analysis  Guide,  when  released. 

The  process  emphasized  a  watershed-landscape 
approach  to  watershed  analysis,  but  allowed,  as 
does  the  new  Federal  Guide  (in  review  process), 
for  narrowing  the  scope  of  the  WA  through  issue 
identification  and  selection  (old  step  1  -  new  step 
2).   It  is  the  responsibility  of  line  managers  to 
determine  whether  a  given  WA  is  adequate  (in 
terms  of  understanding  the  important  watershed 
functions  and  processes  and  how  they  would 
affect  or  be  affected  by  the  project  driving  the 
choice  to  analyze  a  particular  watershed). 

The  ROD  identifies  the  applicability  of  the  S&Gs 
to  some  specific  categories  of  actions  on  federal 
lands  (e.g.,  relationship  to  existing  plans,  p-12; 
application  to  timber  sales,  pp13-14;  application 
to  other  contracts  permits  and  special  use 
authorizations,  p-15)  These  sections  should  be 
reviewed  to  determine  applicability  of  the 
ROD/S&Gs  to  a  specific  proposal.  Watershed 
analysis  requirements  would  not  apply  to  those 
activities  for  which  the  S&Gs  are  considered  not 
applicable!  permits  or  contracts  where  statutory 


or  regulatory  authority  to  adjust  them  does  not 
exist;  e.g.  casual  and  notice  level  mineral  activity 
under  43CFR3809).    For  other  activities,  the  ROD 
and  S&Gs  provide  direction  regarding 
requirements  to  conduct  watershed  analysis 
based  primarily  on  the  type  of  activity  and  its 
location  relative  to  Forest  Ecosystem  Plan 
allocations. 

Watershed  analysis  is  required  in  Key 
Watersheds,  for  roadless  areas  in  non-key 
watersheds,  and  Riparian  Reserves  prior  to 
determining  how  proposed  land  management 
activities  meet  ACS  objectives.   Watershed 
analysis  must  be  completed  before  initiating 
actions  within  a  Key  watershed  except  that  in 
the  short  term,  until  watershed  analysis  can  be 
completed,,  minor  activities  such  as  those  that 
would  be  categorically  excluded  under  NEPA 
regulations  (except  timber  harvest)  may  proceed 
if  they  are  consistent  with  ACS  objectives  and 
Riparian  Reserves  and  S&Gs  are  applied. 

Though  Watershed  Analysis  is  not  specifically 
required  for  management  in  LSRs,  Matrix,  and 
AMAs,  in  the  real  world  it  may  be  difficult  to 
develop  operationally  efficient  project  plans 
which  do  not  include  Riparian  Reserves  and  thus 
require  a  WA. 

Unless  exempted,  all  projects  must  meet  S&Gs 
and,  whether  or  not  watershed  analysis  is 
required,  should  provide  evidence  in  their  NEPA 
cumulative  effects  and  decision  documentation 
that  a  broader,  landscape-level  perspective  has 
been  taken  and  considered  in  the  design  and 
intent  of  the  project. 

Intergovernmental  participation:   The  ROD  (B-21 
and  E-20)  commits  to  promoting  participation  of 
adjacent  landowners,  private  citizens,  interest 
groups,  industry,  government  agencies  and 
others.  The  FY94-96  Guidelines  emphasize  Tribal 
Consultation  both  from  a  tribal  interest  standpoint 
and  as  part  of  our  trust  responsibilities  and 
government-to-government  relations.  Tribal 
interests  need  to  be  sought  out  in  earliest  stages 
of  WA.   Public  Participation/Copies:   Again,  the 
ROD  committed  to  promoting  public  participation 
in  the  actual  analyses  and  Provincial  Advisory 
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Committees  are  being  chartered  to  allow  for  such 
participation,  even  on  WA  teams.   Our  joint 
OR/WA/CA  BLM/FS  response  to  the  Wilderness 
Society  confirmed  this  commitment  and  promised 
dissemination  of  WA  documents  as  iterations 
were  considered  complete.   We  can't  expect  to 
reference  them  in  EAs  and  not  make  them 
available  to  our  reviewing  publics.    Organizations 
can  be  expected  to  keep  them  for  use  in 
reviewing  multiple  projects  that  will  be  based  on 
them.    We  understand  the  hardship  involved  in 
copying  them  for  all  requesters,  but  doing  so  will 
better  help  us  to  successfully  implement  the 
Forest  Plan.   We're  on  a  list  of  long-term  projects 
of  the  REO's  ADP  branch  to  create  an  Internet 
Library  for  WAs  and  EAs  and  LSRAs,  etc. 

District  Concerns  Raised  In  Response  To  I.B.  No. 
OR-95-228: 


■■■■^■■■M^^MHai 

Issue:  When  the  BLM 

receives  an 

application  to  construe 

t  a  road  throug 

a  riparian  reserve  or  a  1 

Cey  watershed, 

what  level  of  watershe 

d  analysis  (WA 

is  required?  What  wot 

reasonable  turn  around 

vary  on  whether  it  is  a  discretionary 
permit  (O&C  Permit)  or  a  non- 
discretionary  request  under  a 
Reciprocal  Right-of-Way?  (requests 
under  a  Reciprocal  Right-of-Way 
generally  have  a  30  or  60  daytime 
limit  after  which  they  can  proceed) , 

Response/Action:   A  watershed  analysis  will  be 
required  for  new  construction  in  key  watersheds 
and  riparian  reserves.  Through  FY  '96, 
watershed  analyses  may  be  less  detailed.  The 
analysis  must  address  the  entire  watershed,  but 
the  scope  of  the  key  issues  and  the  detailed 
analysis  may  be  limited  to  those  watershed-wide 
issues  pertinent  to  anticipated  right-of-way 
impacts  and  site-specific  mitigation,  if  necessary. 
Dependant  upon  the  complexity  of  the  individual 
situation  a  site-specific  road  right-of-way 
watershed  analysis  could,  in  most  cases,  be 
completed  within  the  time  allotted  for  response 
to  a  plat  for  a  reciprocal  right-of-way.  See  also 
answer  to  question  2  following. 


issue :  If  the  BLM  receives  a 
discretionary  permit  application  to 
construct  a  road  across  BLM  in  a  Key 
watershed,  can  the  BLM  force  the 
applicant  to  close  roads  on  their  lands 
to  mitigate  the  construction  if  roads  are 
not  available  to  close  on  BLM  lands?  In 
determining  the  amount  of  road  to 
close,  do  we  look  only  at  the  amount 
of  new  road  on  BLM  lands  or  all  roads 
(our  lands  and  the  applicants)  which 
could  be  built.   (The  FPRMP  says  no 
net  gain  in  road  miles  within  a  key 
vvatershed). 


Response/Action:   In  accordance  with  the  RIEC 
memo  of  April  7,  1 995,  Access  Policy  Under  the 
Northwest  Forest  Plan,  "when  fulfilling  the  legal 
obligation  to  provide  access  across  federal  lands 
to  private  lands,  managers  will  maintain  their 
focus  on  reducing  federal  road  mileage  within  key 
watersheds.   At  least  1  (one)  mile  of  federal  road 
will  be  decommissioned  for  each  mile  of  new 
road  constructed  on  federal  land  within  key 
watersheds.   Decommissioning  may  occur  prior 
to,  during,  or  within  a  reasonable  timeframe 
following  construction.  In  addition  the  following 
provisions  apply: 

■  In  situations  where  sufficient  discretion  has 
not  been  retained(reciprocal  right-of-ways), 
agencies  may: 

Negotiate  with  the  permittee  on 
construction  standards  and  road 
location. 

Provide  incentives  for  on-site  mitigation 
and  habitat  enhancement. 
Obtain  an  adequate  interest  in  the 
agreement  rights  to  attain  the  goals  of 
the  NFP. 

■  (FS  only-roadless  areas) 

■  Where  agencies  have  discretion,  the  use  of 
existing  road  systems  or  temporary  roads 
may  be  necessary  to  meet  the  goal  of 
reducing  federal  road  mileage  to  the  fullest 
extent  possible. 

OR-940  IS  IN  THE  PROCESS  OF  WORKING  WITH 
THE  SOLICITOR'S  OFFICE  TO  PROVIDE 
CLARIFICATION  SPECIFIC  TO  BLM  AUTHORITY 
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PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  Can  we  propose  a  reduction  of 
the  Riparian  Reserve  (for  the 
intermittent  streams)  widths  to 
accommodate  the  level  of  protection 
(i.e.  amount  of  acreage)  modeled  under 
the  Forest  Plan  and  thus  maintain  the 
iPSQ^base  acreage? 


presented  through  the  appropriate  NEPA  decision- 
making process.   Although  Riparian  Reserve 
boundaries  may  be  adjusted  on  permanently- 
flowing  streams,  the  prescribed  widths  are 
considered  to  approximate  those  necessary  for 
attaining  ACS  objectives.    However,  post- 
watershed  analysis  Riparian  Reserve  boundaries 
for  intermittent  streams  may  be  different  from 
existing  boundaries  due  to  the  high  variability  of 
hydrologic,  geomorphic  and  ecologic  processes  in 
a  watershed  affecting  intermittent  streams.    (See 
ROD  B1 2-1 8,  C-30-31). 


Response/Action:  The  PSQ  modeled  was 
reduced  to  the  current  level  based  upon  a 
statistical  sampling  of  stream  networks  on 
randomly  selected  townships.   This  reduced  the 
PSQ  from  267  to  the  current  21 1  mmbf  to 
account  for  underestimates  of  the  Riparian 
Reserves  in  the  original  data  base. 


Issue:   See 

ve  a  State 

Director  m 

ring  us  to  do 

•atershed 

lands 

including  ^ 

/ears  old). 

^^^^^^^™™ 

sen  rescinded. 

HHH 

Response/Action:  Though  the  ROD  (B-20)  states, 
"Ultimately,  watershed  analysis  should  be 
conducted  in  all  watersheds  on  federal  lands  as  a 
basis  for  ecosystem  planning  and  management", 
watershed  analysis  is  required  to  approve 
projects  in  Key  Watersheds,  Riparian  Reserves 
and  inventoried  roadless  areas  (ROD  A-7).  The 
current  policy  and  direction  for  implementation  of 
watershed  analysis  in  FY94-96,  the  transition 
period  for  initial  implementation  of  the  President's 
Forest  Ecosystem  Plan,  is  contained  in  the 
interagency  guidance  memo  of  June  13,  1994. 
Previous  guidance  and  direction  was  replaced  by 
this  memo. 


Issue:    Ar 
average  or 


Reserve  widths 
?  Are  there 


Response/Action:   The  prescribed  widths  of 
Riparian  Reserve  are  a  minimum  until  watershed 
analysis  is  conducted  and  described,  and  the 
rationale  for  final  Riparian  Reserve  boundaries  is 


Issue:  What  is  a  watershed  analysis 
going  to  have  to  show  in  order  to 
reduce  riparian  buffers  from  the 
Standards  and  Guides? 


Response/Action:  The  prescribed  widths  of 
Riparian  Reserves  apply  to  all  watersheds  until 
watershed  analysis  is  completed,  a  site-specific 
analysis  is  conducted  and  described,  and  the 
rationale  for  final  Riparian  Reserve  boundaries  is 
presented  through  the  appropriate  NEPA  decision- 
making process.   Under  the  ACS,  riparian 
reserves  are  used  to  maintain  and  restore  riparian 
structures  and  functions  of  intermittent  streams, 
confer  benefit  to  riparian  -dependent  and 
associated  species  other  than  fish,  enhance 
habitat  conservation  for  organisms  that  are 
dependent  on  the  transition-zone  between 
upslope  and  riparian  areas,  improve  travel  and 
dispersal  corridors  for  many  terrestrial  animals 
and  plants,  and  provide  for  greater  connectivity 
of  the  watershed.   The  Riparian  Reserve  will  also 
serve  as  connectivity  corridors  among  the  Late- 
Successional  Reserves.   Watershed  analysis  will 
identify  critical  hillslope,  riparian,  and  channel 
processes  that  must  be  evaluated  in  order  to 
delineate  Riparian  Reserves  that  assure  protection 
of  riparian  and  aquatic  functions  (ROD  B-13). 


Issue:  Has  any  w 
subsequent  NEPA 
Riparian  Reserves 
expect  it  to  happt 


jntly? 


Response/Action:  Yes,  Medford  District  modified 
Riparian  Reserve  boundaries  in  the  Golden 
Panther  Sale  which  was  prepared  prior  to 
issuance  of  the  ROD.  They  identified  aquatic  and 
terrestrial  species  present  and  hillslope,  riparian, 
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and  channel  processes  within  the  watershed. 
This  information  was  thoroughly  reviewed  on-the- 
ground  by  an  interdisciplinary  team  and 
documented  in  the  watershed  analysis  and  NEPA 
documentation  to  adjust  riparian  widths  for 
intermittent  streams.  The  sale  was  protested  and 
appealed,  but  IBLA  denied  the  stay.   They  used 
Table  B-1 5  in  the  Aquatic  Conservation  Guide  to 
make  the  adjustments.   No,  we  do  not  anticipate 
that  modification  of  Riparian  Reserves  will  occur 
often. 


Issu 


process  of  ground- 
iparian  reserves,  what  do 
we  find  an  area 
the  plan  as  a  Riparian 
does  not  meet  the  annual 


Reserve  that  does  not  meet  th 
scour  and  deposition  criteria? 


and  these  activities  are  subject  to  review  by  the 
REO  and  approval  of  the  RIEC. 


Issue:  Why  bothei 
Analysis  if  we  arer 
Riparian  Reserves? 


do  a  Watershed 
going  to  change 


Response/Action:   Though  a  Watershed  Analysis 
is  not  required  in  the  Matrix  if  there  are  no 
planned  intrusions  into  the  Riparian  Reserve,  it  is 
clearly  stated  in  the  ROD(B-20)  that  ultimately, 
watershed  analyses  should  be  conducted  in  all 
watersheds  on  federal  lands  as  a  basis  for 
ecosystem  planning  and  management. 
Additionally,  the  ROD  (E-20)  describes  vrious 
purposes  for  watershed  analysis  besides  adjusting 
riparian  reserve  boundaries.These  individual 
watershed  analyses  will  ultimately  be  aggregated 
to  formulate  Provincial  and  Basin  Plans. 


Response/Action:   Ground-truthing  for  project 
development  is  a  component  of  the  NEPA 
decision  process.  One  should  consider  whether  or 
not  a  natural  disturbance  would  cause  a  given 
site  to  exhibit  prerequisite  annual  scour  and 
deposition.  Some  sites  may  not  currently  exhibit 
annual  scour  and  deposition  due  to  uptake  by 
existing  vegetation,  but  once  removed  may. 


Issue:   Do  LSR  Assessments  have  to 
be  completed  prior  to  initiating  Jobs-in- 
Woods  stream  improvement/  riparian 
enhancement  projects  ? 


Response/Action:  A  management  assessment 
should  be  prepared  for  each  large  Late- 
Successional  Reserve  (or  group  of  smaller  LSRs) 
before  habitat  manipulation  activities  are 
designed  and  implemented  (ROD  C-1 1).    Projects 
and  activities  within  late-successional  reserves 
(including  restoration,  recreation,  projects  for 
public  safety,  thinning  and  salvage)  may  proceed 
in  fiscal  years  94-96  using  initial  LSR 
assessments  done  at  a  level  of  detail  sufficient  to 
assess  whether  the  activities  are  consistent  with 
the  objectives  of  the  late-successional  reserves. 
The  environmental  effects  of  this  initial 
implementation  of  these  activities  should  vary 
little  from  those  displayed  in  the  Final  SEIS 
because  silvicultural  activities  must  demonstrate 
benefit  to  late-successional  habitat  conditions 


Analysis  ever  oeen  used  to  1 
layout  and  design  of  a  timbe 


Response/Action:   Yes.   See  response  to  question 
5.   In  the  case  of  the  Golden  Panther  sale, 
Medford  District,  several  modifications  of  the  sale 
layout  and  design  evolved  from  the  watershed 
analysis  and  were  documented  in  the  EA. 


tant  is  profess 


Response/Action:  Watershed  analyses  conducted 
in  fiscal  years  94-96  may  be  less  detailed  than 
analyses  that  are  completed  in  later  years, 
though  they  must  comply  with  the  guidance  as 
set  forth  on  page  56  of  the  ROD.  This  guidance 
includes  the  following:    "existing  information  will 
be  used  to  the  greatest  extent  possible,  with  new 
information  collected,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  to  fill  crucial  data  gaps."   Thus,  the 
ROD  anticipated  the  need  for  use  of  professional 
judgement  in  the  first  iteration  of  watershed 
analyses.  Now  is  the  time  to  document 
knowledge  based  upon  field  experience  of  our 
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tenured  professionals,  rather  than  lose  valuable 
insights  to  retirement.   As  is  the  case  with  NEPA 
analyses,  some  professional  judgement  will 
always  be  an  important  part  of  any  watershed 
analysis. 


Issue:  What  kind  and  level  of 
watershed  analysis  is  required  to 
handle  landslides  and  other  emergency 
efforts? 


Response/Action:   Emergencies  (i.e.,  situations 
requiring  immediate  remedial  action  to  prevent 
unnecessary  further  damage  to  the  watershed) 
should  be  corrected  and  the  REO  should  be 
notified.   A  long-term  strategy  for  correcting  the 
cause  of  the  emergency  can  be  developed 
through  eventual  watershed  analysis. 


Issue:  At  what  point  do  we  take  the 
time  to  inventory  needed  resources  i.e . 
fish  bearing  streams,  stream  condition, 
flow  data? 


Response/Action:  When  the  decision  maker  feels 
that  existing  data  gaps  will  prevent  making  sound 
management  decisions. 


Issue:  We  have  heard  man 
far,  that  when  we  finish  w< 
analysis  we  can  start  proje( 
is  a  WA  complete?  It's  my 
understanding  it  will  be  an  i 


Response/Action:   Watershed  analysis  is  an 
iterative  process,  not  and  endpoint.   Watershed 
analysis  will  be  updated  and  revised  if  and  when 
substantial  new  issues  come  forth,  when 
important  new  information  becomes  available,  or 
when  significant  changes  in  watershed  condition 
occur  (ROD  page  56  and  Federal  Agency  Guide 
for  Pilot  Watershed  Analysis  page  49) 


Issue:  Resource  Areas  are  performing 
WA  on  watersheds  which  vary  in  size 
significantly.   Can  we  adequately 
address  cumulative  effects  if  we 
narrowly  define  the  size  of  the 
watershed?   VVhat  is  our  answer-to* :: 
challenges  based  upon  an  inadequate 
cumulative  effects  assessment? 

Response/Action:  The  results  of  watershed 
analyses  may  include  a  description  of  the 
resource  needs,  capabilities,  opportunities,  the 
range  of  natural  variability,  spatially  explicit 
information  that  will  facilitate  environmental  and 
cumulative  effects  anallyses  for  NEPA,  and  the 
processes  and  functions  operating  within  the 
watershed.   Watershed  analysis  at  the  scale  of 
20  to  200  square  miles  is  the  appropriate  level 
for  analyzing  the  effects  of  transportation 
systems  on  aquatic  and  riparian  habitats  within 
the  target  watershed.   In  contrast,  issues 
pertaining  to  stocks  at  risk  would  generally  be 
more  applicable  at  the  province  or  river  basin 
analytical  levels,  as  discussed  in  Section  E  of  the 
ROD.    It  is  inherently  the  responsibility  of  the  line 
manager  to  ascertain  the  adequacy  of  the  size  of 
watershed  to  be  analyzed  that  will  provide 
him/her  adequate  information  essential  for 
making  sound  resource  management  decisions. 
Watershed  analysis  is  an  analytical  process,  not  a 
decision  making  process  and  any  proposed  action 
requires  NEPA  documentation,  including  an 
adequate  cumulative  effects  assessment 
independent  of  the  watershed  boundary  (i.e., 
some  cumulative  impacts  may  require  going 
beyond  watershed  boundaries). 


Issue:  How  vulnerable  will  we  be  from 
a  NEPA  process  standpoint  if  we  don't 
complete  a  cumulative  impact  analysis 
which  includes  all  ownerships  within 
the  watershed? 


Response/Action:   See  response  in  NEPA  section. 


issue:  is  the  Area 
audience  for  watei 


ioBir:fhp;-:firiKj 


Response/Action:   The  primary  audiences  for 
watershed  analysis  reports  are  line  officers, 
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resource  managers,  and  resource  specialists  who 
will  put  them  to  use.  While  the  public  and  others 
should  be  able  to  read  and  understand  the 
reports,  the  primary  users  are  land  and  resource 
managers. (January  10,  1995,  letter  from  RIEC  to 
REO  Watershed  Analysis  Coordination  Team 
providing  direction  for  completion  of  the  revised 
Federal  Agency  Guide  to  Watershed  Analysis). 


What  is  the  current  target  for 
jtion  of  first  iteration  watershed 
bs  on  all  Bureau  lands  covered 

President's  Forest  Plan? 


Response/Action:   We  have  committed  to 
completion  of  20-25  percent  per  year.  There  will 
undoubtedly  be  isolated  parcels  for  which 
analysis  will  only  be  completed   for  specific 
proposed  actions. 


Page  26  Forest  Plan  Implementation  Workshop 


CONSUL  TA  TION  WITH  THE 
FISH  &  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Barbara  Hill,  OR-931,  503-952-6052 


OVERVIEW  AND  BACKGROUND: 

The  USFWS,  BLM  Districts,  adjoining  National 
Forests  and  OSO  staff  completed  joint  scoping 
sessions  for  Section  7  consultation  in  late 
February  and  March.  The  objective  of  these 
meetings  was  to  provide  an  overview  of  the 
status  of  listed  and  proposed  species  and  other 
species  of  concern  relative  to  proposed  projects 
for  FY95  and  first  quarter  of  96.  These  scoping 
sessions  also  orovided  a  forum  to  better 
formulate  the  consultation  issues  and  process 
now  that  the  Forest  Plan  is  in  place.  These 
proactive  meetings  significantly  facilitated 
interagency  coordination  and  expedited  the 
Section  7  consultation  process. 

When  feasible,  districts  have  batched  projects 
into  a  single  BA  submission  that  address  formal 
and  informal  consultation  and  conferences  for 
multiple  projects  across  a  quarter  or  greater  time 
period  of  the  fiscal  year.  Joe  Burns  (FWS)  has 
completed  review  of  the  final  drafts  of  BAs  with 
the  districts.   Batched  BAs  have  been  submitted; 
as  of  May  20,  Coos  Bay  has  received  their  BO. 

Due  to  the  provisions  in  the  Forest  Plan  for  listed 
species  and  critical  habitat  and  the  early 
consultation  and  BA  reviews  that  have  been 
conducted,  data  and  documentation  needs  have 
been  reduced  and  streamlined.  The  batching  has 
minimized  the  duplication  of  effort  in  both  BA  and 
BO  preparation  and  allows  for  a  more 
comprehensive  overview  of  projects  and  their 
effects  on  species  and  critical  habitat. 

A  prototype  batched  BA  has  been  developed 
iointly  by  the  BLM  and  FWS  to  further  facilitate 
the  effort.   Over  the  summer,  coordination  will 
occur  with  NMFS  to  integrate  anadromous 
fisheries  consultation/conference  into  the  BA 
submission  format. 


District  Concerns  Raised  in  Response  to  I.B.  No. 
OR-95-228: 

■  Batching  will  delay  consultation  on  some 
projects:  The  process  described  above 
where  a  large  number  of  projects  are 
consulted  upon  in  one  document  has 
expedited  the  process  the  consultation 
process  significantly.  If  these  projects  had 
been  submitted  individually  for  consultation, 
as  traditionally  done,  the  timeframe  would  be 
greatly  extended  for  all  BLM  districts  and  FS. 
Most  likely,  the  FWS  will  hold  a  district's  BO 
until  all  their  BAs  are  submitted.  A  few 
exceptions  have  been  accommodated,  but 
we  are  trying  to  minimize  these  requests  due 
to  the  impact  on  the  overall  timeframe.  In 
light  of  the  multiple  priorities  of  green  and 
salvage  sales.  Jobs  in  the  Woods  and  others, 
batching  is  the  most  efficient  and  effective 
approach. 

Batching  projects  by  District  may  delay 
initiation  of  consultation  for  those  projects 
which  are  ready  for  submission.  However  it 
is  expected  to  reduce  the  overall  BA 
preparation  time  for  the  Districts  and 
significantly  reduce  the  overall  processing 
time.   The  batched  BA  provides  the  Service 
with  a  better  understanding  of  the 
cumulative  effects  of  the  District  programs. 

■  No  effect  calls  should  not  be  made:    The 
biologists  were  advised  during  the  scoping 
meetings  that  no  effect  determinations,  in 
some  cases,  can  be  very  difficult  to  justify 
and  substantiate.  They  were  not  told  never 
to  make  them.  However,  in  cases  where 
there  is  an  element  of  uncertainty  or  lack  of 
supporting  data,  it  is  technically  and  legally 
easier  to  support  a  not  likely  to  adversely 
effect  determination.  In  cases  of  a  no  effect 
determination,  the  rationale  must  be  as 
carefully  documented  as  any  consultation 
determination  that  goes  forward  to  the  FWS. 
In  some  instances,  biologists  may  contact 
the  FWS  and/or  other  BLM  biologists,  as 
needed,  to  review  their  no  effect  call. 
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Listed  Species  Surveys  and  Effects  on 
Workload:  Some  significant  survey  efforts 
have  been  eliminated  or  reduced.   Surveys  of 
projects  for  owls  are  no  longer  required  in 
the  matrix  per  the  Section  7  Interagency 
Consultation  Guidance.  Surveys  for  owls  in 
LSR's  may  be  required  in  specific  instances 
based  upon  coordination  with  FWS. 

Surveys  for  murrelets  around  disturbance 
projects  are  not  required.  Due  to  provisions 
for  these  species  in  the  Forest  Plan,  the  FWS 
is  more  likely  to  grant  incidental  take  due  to 
disturbance  in  cases  where  no  surveys  have 
occurred.  Surveys  for  other  listed  species, 
such  as  plants,  will  continue  as  will  surveys 
for  murrelets  when  projects  may  effect 
nesting  structure. 


PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Question:    How  can  a  decision  to  grant 
a  ROW  or  road  use  permit  be  tied  to 
the  harvest  of  timber  on  private? 

Response/Action:   ESA  requires  that  the  federal 
agency  look  at  the  effects  of  the  action  (eg.,  the 
ROW)  to  complete  consultation.  This  includes 
interrelated  and  interdependent  effects  that 
would  include  the  effects  of  the  harvest  on 
private  on  a  listed  species  or  critical  habitat  as  a 
result  of  the  decision  to  grant  the  ROW. 

To  mitigate  the  workload  and  logistical  impact  of 
consulting  on  individual  ROW  requests,  Coos  Bay 
is  working  on  a  prototype  of  a  programmatic 
consultation  for  ROW'S.  All  ROW  needs  for  one 
to  two  years  would  be  estimated  and  submitted 
in  one  BA.  The  USFWS  would  respond  with  a 
certain  number  of  take  permits  and  possibly  some 
restrictions.  The  district  would  use  its  best 
professional  judgment  to  apply  the  take  allotment 
temporally  and  geographically  as  requests  for 
ROW's  are  submitted. 


Question:  What  is  due  by  April  21  ? 


Response/Action:   Nothing  is  due  by  that  date  - 
that  is  the  date  by  or  before  all  districts  said  they 
will  have  their  first  batched  BA  sent  to  the 
USFWS. 


Question:   Consultation  on  interrelated 
and  interdependent  effects  on  private 
land  -  can  we  get  the  USFWS  to  buyoff 
that  if  the  state  Forest  Practices  Act  is 
implemented  on  private  that 
consultation  is  not  needed? 


Question:   If  you  already  have  a  BA  in 
with  the  USFWS  (ie.,  prior  to  the 
batched  BA),  do  you  need  to  modify 
the  document  to  be  consistent  with 
batched  BA  format/guidance? 


Response/Action:   Section  7  consultation  is 
required  under  ESA  for  federal  agencies  - 
application  of  FPA  does  not  suffice  for  it. 
However,  if  a  state,  as  WA  and  CA  have  done 
for  the  owl,  adopt  a  4d  rule  (under  Section  4d  of 
ESA)  the  above  suggestion  would  be  feasible.  OR 
did  not  participate  in  this  4d  rule  effort. 


Response/Action:   No.  However,  when  you  send 
the  batched  BA  in  note  in  the  cover  letter  the 
name  and  date  of  the  other  project  previously 
submitted.  That  way,  the  USFWS  can  be  certain 
to  include  it  in  their  BO. 


Question:   How  do  you  plan  to  track 
consultations? 


Response/Action:   All  districts  are  asked  to  send 
copies  of  final  BA,  BO,  and  other 
BLM/NMFS/USFWS  consultation  documents  to 
OR  -  931  (Hill).  A  database,  based  on  the 
summary  completed  last  year  for  the  GAO,  will 
be  developed.  Districts  now  have  the  authority  to 
sign  all  consultations.  Each  district  should 
maintain  complete  records  on  all  consultations. 


Page  28 


Forest  Plan  Implementation  Workshop 


HWttianniHHBaHlHUUUHNHiHMaBni^MNHI^BHHNHH 


Question:   Do  you  want  linkage  to  G1S? 


Response/Action:   Yes,  the  GIS  terrestrial  wildlife 
group  (Jon  Sadowski  coordinator)  is  working  on 
themes  to  track  location,  type  use,  survey  info 
and  special  habitat  features  for  east  and  west 
side  species. 


Question:  What  about  the  surveys  and 
clearances  for  non-listed,  other  special 
status  species  as  required  under  BLM 
6840  policy? 


Response/Action:  Those  need  too  be 
accomplished  as  required  by  policy;  the  Forest 
Plan  did  not  change  this. 

However,  provisions  of  the  Forest  Plan  benefit  a 
number  of  special  status  species  and  should  be 
considered  when  evaluating  the  effects  of  a 
proposed  action  on  the  species'  status  locally  and 
regionally.  The  viability  assessment  conducted  for 
the  July,  1 993  FEMAT  report  -  Chapter  IV 
evauluated  1,105  species,  many  of  which  were 
also  special  status  species.  These  assessments 
determined,  based  on  the  habitat  conditions 
resulting  from  Option  9,  if  there  was  a  likelihood 
of  providing  habitat  of  sufficient  quality, 
distribution,  and  abundance  to  allow  the  species 
population  to  stabilize  and  to  be  well-distributed 
across  federal  lands.  Of  these  1,105  species, 
approximately  490  needed  further  analysis  (ie., 
their  likelihood  values  were  not  high  enough);  this 
was  completed  in  the  February  1994  Final  SEIS  - 
Chapter  3  and  4.  Mitigation  measures,  such  as 
survey  and  manage  measures,  riparian  reserves, 
matrix  provisions  and  watershed  protection,  were 
developed  to  provide  additional  protection  (SEIS 
and  the  April  1994  ROD). 

Biologists  and  botanists  should  determine  if  the 
species  they  are  evaluating  were  addressed  in  the 
Forest  Plan  assessment  and  analysis  processes.  If 
the  species  was  and  the  proposed  project  is 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the   ROD,  this 
information  on  status  and  the  protection  provided 
should  be  incorporated  into  the  district's 
evaluation  and  clearance  process.  In  essence,  as 
the  Forest  Plan  can  be  viewed  as  a  range-wide 
plan  for  the  owl  and  murrelet,  it  can  also  be 


considered  a  broadscale  effort  that  provides  for 
the  assessed  and  analyzed  species. 

The  Plan  only  addressed  late  successional  and 
old-growth  forest  associated  species.  There  are  a 
number  of  special  status  species,  therefore,  the 
Plan  may  not  provide  any  significant  protection 
for  these  species. 

Questions/issues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 

■  For  most  FY95  projects,  the  early 
coordination  with  USFWS  and  the  BA's  will 
be  submitted  in  the  first  batched  BA.  Based 
on  input  from  district,  some  sales  and  other 
projects  are  not  planned  and  developed  to 
point  where  they  could  have  been  included 
in  the  first  batch.  Therefore  OR  931  -  Hill 
and  the  district  consultation  contacts  will 
identify  if  and  when  second  batch  need  to  be 
submitted  by  May  31 .  Similar  information 
will  be  identified  for  first  quarter  FY96 
projects. 

■  By  May  31,  any  additional,  but  separate, 
consultation  needs  and  dates  for  submission 
to  the  FWS  will  be  identified  (eg.,  the 
consultation  on  the  North  Spit  plannning 
effort  by  the  Coos  Bay).  As  needed,  the  BLM 
will  clarify  for  the  USFWS  the  priority  of 
completing  consultation  on  these  projects 
relative  to  the  projects  in  the  batched  BA's 
above. 


FY  1996/FY  1997  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED  AT  THE 
WORKSHOP: 

■  Complete  first  year  survey  for  murrelets  for 
ground  disturbing  projects  scheduled  for 
consultation/implementation  in  FY97 

■  Complete  second  year  murrelet  survey  for 
projects  scheduled  in  FY96. 

■  As  consistent  with  survey  standards  and 
timing,  complete  other  surveys/clearances 
for  listed  and  special  status  species  for  FY96 
projects. 
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Question:  What  are  we  going  to  do  in 
long-term  for  inventory?  for  defining 
limitations  of  techniques  and 
distribution  of  each  species? 


Response/Action:   Committees  under  the 
research  and  monitoring  effort  of  REO  will  help 
define  needs  for  the  owl,  murrelet  and  perhaps 
other  species.  See  I,  A,  3  question  -  it  clarifies 
some  changes  in  amounts  of  inventory  needed. 
Recovery  plans  and  goals  for  various  species 
identify  inventory  needs  and  also  population  and 
distribution  goals. 
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ANADROMOUS  FISH  ISSUES 

Ron  Wiley  -  OR-931  -  952-6418 


OVERVIEW  AND  BACKGROUND: 

District  concerns  raised  in  response  to  I.B.  No. 
OR-95-228: 


Question:   Can  biologists  make  "no 
effect"  calls  even  if  that  determination 
may  be  challenged  in  court  later? 


Biological  Evaluation  (BA/BE)  format  jointly 
developed  by  NMFS/BLM/FS  does  address 
activities  at  a  watershed  level  but  is  not  a 
"watershed  analysis"  as  defined  by  the  Federal 
Guide  for  Watershed  Analysis  although  a 
completed  watershed  analysis  would,  of  course, 
result  in  a  much  more  in  depth  BA/BE.   Generally, 
Section  7  consultation  requires  only  the  use  of 
existing  information. 


Response/Action:  This  question  is  addressed  in 
another  response. 

Guidance/information  to  successfully  meet  the 
Performance  Agreement  targets: 

Interagency  direction  on  conference/consultation 
for  coastal  anadromous  fish  stocks  is  being 
prepared  and  is  hoped  to  be  provided  to  the  field 
units  in  the  near  future.    Over  the  last  several 
months  the  BLM,  FS,  and  NMFS  have  been 
exploring  options  to  address  this  issue.   A  draft 
memo  presenting  a  proposed  process  has  been 
prepared  by  an  interagency  (BLM,  FS,  FWS, 
NMFS)  workgroup.  When  final  it  will  be 
presented  to  the  executives  of  the  BLM,  FS, 
FWS,  and  NMFS.   Upon  approval  the  process  will 
be  provided  as  direction  to  the  field  units  of  the 
respective  agencies. 


PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  MEETING: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  Consultation  on  Umpqua 
cutthroat  will  require  preparation  of  a 
watershed  analysis  prior  to  initiating 
projects. 


Response/Action:  The  Northwest  Forest  Plan  EIS 
ROD  only  requires  watershed  analysis  in  key 
watersheds.  The  Biological  Assessment/ 


Question:   Do  Districts  have  to  meet 
the  Aquatic  Conservation  Strategy 
{ACS)  or  only  the  Standards  and 
Guidelines  iS&G)? 


Response/Action:  The  BLM  and  FS  are  required 
to  comply  with  the  ACS.  This  is  a  little  confusing 
as  written  in  the  ROD.   According  to  the  ROD  the 
ACS  IS  a  S&G.  What  are  labeled  S&Gs  in  Section 
C.  of  the  ROD  are  only  one  component  of  the 
S&Gs  as  defined  by  the  ROD  and  are  "...specific 
to  particular  land  allocation  categories,  or  relative 
to  specific  types  of  management  activities.." 
(page  C-1)  and  in  and  of  themselves  will  not 
necessarily  assure  compliance  with  the  ACS.   and 
"..are  intended  to  facilitate  the  agencies' 
implementation  of  the  decision."  (page  4).  There 
are  a  couple  of  reasons  why  this  is  the  case. 
First,  these  "specific  S&Gs"  are  subject  to 
interpretation  and  a  certain  degree  of 
management  discretion  is  possible  and  likely. 
More  importantly  they  do  not  address  affects  at 
the  proper  watershed  or  basin  scale  but  more 
often  address  affects  at  the  reach  specific  scale 
and  thus  ignore  metapopulation  viability  issues. 
The  S&Gs  are  really  guidance  (thus  the  term 
guidelines)  on  how  to  meet  the  ACS  goals  and 
objectives  which  in  turn  are  what  the  agencies 
agreed  to  meet.   Of  course,  this  is  not  to  say 
that  we  must  immediately  achieve  these  goals 
and  objectives  but  rather  that  the  agencies  must 
ensure  that  their  actions  "meet  ACS  objectives", 
"does  not  retard  or  prevent  attainment  of  ACS 
objectives"  and  "attain  ACS  Objectives"  (page 
B-9toB-10). 
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Question:   What  coastal  fish  species 
are  currently,  petitioned,  proposed/ or 
listed? 


Response/Action:   The  Umpqua  cutthroat  trout 
(all  life  forms)  was  proposed  for  listing  last  July. 
The  NMFS  has  said  they  expect  to  issue  a  final 
rule  on  June  16,  1995.   The  Klamath  Mountain 
steelhead  were  proposed  for  listing  on  March  1 6, 
1995.   The  Ecologically  Significant  Unit  (ESU) 
involved  extends  from  Cape  Blanco  in  Oregon 
south  to  the  Klamath  River  Basin  (inclusive)  in 
Northern  California.   ALL  other  species  of 
anadromous  fish  in  California,  Oregon, 
Washington,  and  Idaho  are  currently  undergoing 
status  review.   Two  species  (coastal  coho  salmon 
and  coastal  steelhead  (all  stocks)  are  overdue  for 
a  determination.   Additionally,  the  USFWS  has 
determined  that  bull  trout  is  "warranted  but 
precluded".   Currently  the  USFWS  is  of  the 
opinion  if  "PacFish  like"  direction  is  applied  to  bull 
trout  habitat  a  listing  would  not  be  needed. 

Questions/issues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Question:  What  is  the  process  for 
conference/consultation  for  coastal 


Response/Action:    See  discussion  in  Section  l.(B. 
above. 


Question:   How  about  pulling 
District/Forest  fish  biologists  together 
to  talk  about  how  to  respond  to 
potential  Umpqua  cutthroat  trout 


Response/Action:   Discussions  on  this  have 
occured  with  the  FS  and  the  NMFS  and  it  is 
expected  that  interagency  workshop  will  be 
scheduled  once  interagency  direction  is  finalized 
and  approved. 
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ANADROMOUS  FISHERIES  ATTACHMENT 
BIOLOGICAL  EVALUATION/ASSESSMENT 

Standardized  Outline  for  On-Going  and  Proposed  Projects 

Section  7  Consultation  -  Snake  River  Basin 

U.S.D.A.  Forest  Service  and  U.S.D.I.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


NOTE: 


This  revision  incorporates  changes  and  additions  which  are  designed  to  improve  the  review 
process.  These  are  1)  a  set  of  tables  to  better  display  information,  2)  the  incorporation  of 
information  from  the  "Cumulative  Watershed  Effects  Analysis"  into  Section  II,   3)  the  clarification 
of  interrelated  and  interdependent  actions,  and  4)  the  strengthening  of  Section  VII.  C. 
"Improvement  Over  Base  Period  Conditions." 


The  following  outline  is  to  be  used  in  the 
documentation  of  information  in  biological 
evaluations/assessments  for  consultation  with  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service. 

I.  General  Description  of  Section  7  Watershed: 

A.  Identify  listed  and  proposed  species  and 
their  designated  or  proposed  critical 
habitat  affected  by  actions  in  the 
Section  7  watershed. 

B.  Scope  -  an  description  of  actions  on 
federal  lands  compared  to  the 
waterahed  as  a  whole  (relationship  to 
other  ownerships),  including  who,  what, 
when,  and  where. 

C.  Location  map  -  location  of  the  Section  7 
watershed  within  the  Columbia  and 
Snake  River  Basins  displaying  the 
watershed  boundary  and  land 
ownership. 

II.  Specific  Description  of  Section  7  Watershed: 

A.  Location  of  watersheds  (USGS  Hydro 
Unit  #/#'s).   Display  all  pertinent 
descriptive  information  on  a  1 "  =  1  mile 
map. 

B.  Natural  physical  and  biological 
characteristics. 

1 .  Miles  of  stream;  drainage  area, 
length,  and  elevations,  stream 
gradients,  soils,  channel  types, 
etc.) 

2.  Riparian  plant  communities  -  type 
and  condition/trend; 

3.  Upslope  plant  communities  -  type, 
serai  stage,  condition/trend. 


Human-caused  physical  characteristics 
on  all  land  ownerships  within  the 
watershed,  i.e.  roads,  clearcuts,  mines 
(types),  water  withdrawals,  grazing 
allotments,  habitat  improvements,  etc. 
(display  on  map).   Summarize  in  Table 
II. C.  -  Past  and  Current  Activities  by 
Ownership. 

Cumulative  Watershed  Effects  -  that 
have  resulted  from  the  past  and  existing 
activities  described  in  II. C.  Address 
overall  condition  rating  of  the  Section  7 
watershed,  as  determined  through  the 
Cumulative  Watershed  Effects  process 
(Figure  3  of  the  CWE  process  paper). 
Consider  past  and  existing  actions  on 
both  private  and  public  lands. 

Description  and  distribution  of  listed  or 
proposed  species  and  designated  or 
proposed  critical  habitat,  (display  on 
map) 

1 .  Location  of  important  spawning  and 
rearing  areas  (current  and  historic). 
Identify  spawning  and  rearing 
habitat  with  the  following: 

spawning 

rearing  

both 

2.  Condition  and  trend  of  populations. 

3.  Life  history  characteristics  (smolt 
production  capability  as  it  becomes 
available). 

Descriptions  of  habitat  condition/trend, 
limiting  factors,  and  relationship  to 
desired  future  condition  objectives. 

1 .  Spawning  habitat  -  (incubation, 
gravel  quality  and  quantity,  etc.) 

2.  Rearing  habitat  -  (temperature, 
cover,  pool  ratios,  riparian,  water 
quality  and  quantity,  etc.) 
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3.     Summarize  in  Table  II. G.   Habitat 
Conditions. 

III.  Description  Of  Ongoing,  Proposed,  and 
Interrelated  and  Interdependent  federal 
Actions:   Interrelated  and  Interdependent 
actions  are  other  federal  actions  associated 
with  a  proposed  or  ongoing  federal  action; 
do  not  confuse  with  indirect  effects.    Expand 
discussion  to  include  interrelated  (part  of, 
and  dependent  on,  a  larger  federal  action  for 
their  justification)  and  interdependent  actions 
(federal  actions  or  activities  that  would  not 
occur  but  for  the  proposed  action)  which  are 
specific  to  the  proposed  federal  action.  (50 
CFR  402.02) 

A.  Purpose  and  need  of  the  action, 
(reference  NEPA  document  if  available). 

B.  Describe  site-specific  activities  of  all 
actions.   Aggregate  activities  and/or 
actions  by  type  (i.e.  timber,  range, 
mining,  recreation,  etc.). 

1 .  Using  the  original  project  design, 
describe  management  measures 
(S&G's)  and  practices  generally 
applicable  to  all  aggregated  units 
(i.e.  timber  sale  units,  grazing 
units). 

2.  Describe  units  with  additional  or 
different  management  measures  or 
direction. 

3.  Summary  actions  in  Table  III .B.  - 
Summary  of  Federal  Actions. 

C.  Provide  site-specific  map  of  each  action. 

IV.  Analysis  of  potential  effects  of  the  on-going, 
proposed,  interrelated  or  interdependent 
actions  on  listed  and  proposed  species 
and/or  their  designated  or  proposed  critical 
habitats. 

A.  Evaluation  criteria  for  direct,  indirect, 
and  cumulative  effects  analysis. 

B.  Direct  and  indirect  effects.  (50  CFR 
402.02) 

1 .  Provide  all  available  scientific 
information  pertinent  to  the 
potential  effects.    Consider 
information  from  recognized  experts 
of  the  species  at  issue,  (i.e.  State 
fish  and  wildlife  agencies,  other 
federal  agencies,  Tribes,  research 
centers,  and  others). 

2.  Analyze  potential  site-specific  and 
downstream  effects  for  each 


ongoing,  proposed,  and  interrelated 
or  interdependent  action. 

3.  Relate  potential  effects  to  the 
limiting  factors  described  in  II. G. 
above. 

4.  Summarize  in  Table  IV-B, 
Environmental  Effects. 

C.     Cumulative  Effects 

1 .  State  and  private  lands:   Effects  of 
ongoing  and  future  State  and/or 
private  activities,  not  involving 
Federal  activities,  that  are 
reasonably  certain  to  occur  within 
the  action  area  of  the  Federal 
action  subject  to  consultation.   (50 
CFR  402.02) 

2.  Watershed  as  a  whole:  Address  the 
risk  assessment  for  on-going, 
proposed,  and  interrelated  or 
interdependent  actions  on  private 
and  public  lands. 

V.  Mitigation  Measures: 

A.  Describe  specific  mitigation  measures 
applied  to  the  action  which  were 
designed  to  reduce,  alter,  or  eliminated 
potential  adverse  effects  associated 
with  the  original  design  of  the  project. 
Indicate  on  maps,  for  III.  C.  above, 
those  locations  where  the  mitigation 
measures  would  be  applied. 

B.  Describe  a  fall  back  or  emergency  steps 
that  would  be  taken  should  the 
mitigation  measures  fail. 

VI.  Monitoring  and  Evaluation: 
Describe  the  monitoring  and  evaluation 
procedure  that  will  be  used  to  measure  the 
implementation  and  effectiveness  of  the 
mitigation  measures. 

VII.  Determination: 

A.  Summarize  available  information, 
regarding  the  implementation  of  the 
action,  that  supports  a  conclusion  of, 
"beneficial  effect",  "not  likely  to 
adversely  affect",  or  "likely  to  adversely 
affect"  on  listed  species  and/or  their 
critical  habitat. 

1 .     Summarize  project  determinations 
in  Table  VILA. 

B.  Document  specific  rationale  for  the 
project  determinations. 
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C.     Improvement  Over  Base  Period 

Conditions  -  Describe  how  the  actions 
and/or  activity  would  lead  to  improved 
habitat  conditions  for  the  listed  species 
and  their  designated  or  proposed  critical 
habitats.    Improvement  is  based  on 
changes  that  lead  to  improved  habitat 
conditions  over  habitat  conditions  of  the 
base  period  (1 986  to  1 990).    If  a 
different  base  period  is  used,  document 
the  justification  for  the  new  base  period. 

VIII.   Appendix: 

A.  References  cited  (literature,  stream 
surveys,  etc.) 

B.  Maps,  etc. 
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TABLE  II. C.   PAST  AND  CURRENT  ACTIVITIES  BY  OWNERSHIP 


OWNERSHIP 

Forest  Service 

BLM 

State 

Private 


ACTIVITIES 
TIMBER   !  RANGE 


(acres  or  miles) 
MINING   !  ROADS 


OTHER 


TABLE  VILA.  -  PROJECT  DETERMINATIONS 


PROJECT 


NLAA 


DETERMINATIONS 
!   LAA     !   BNE 


NLAA  =  Not  likely  to  adversely  affect 
LAA  =  Likely  to  adversely  affect 
BNE  =  Beneficial  effect 
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NEPA  COMPLIANCE  IN  NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN 

IMPLEMENT  A  TION 

Jerry  Magee,  OR-933,  503-952-6086 


OVERVIEW  AND  BACKGROUND: 

■      Appropriate  Level  of  Analysis  & 

Documentation  (NEPA  Compliance  Record 
(NCR)  v.  CX  v.  EA  v.  EIS):  Step  1  of  NEPA 
analysis  has  always  been  to  assess  existing 
NEPA  documents  for  relevance  and  then 
determine  the  appropriate  level  of  further 
analysis  necessary. 

The  NW  Forest  Plan  implementation 
environment  includes  "umbrella"  EISs:  a 
regional  EIS  w/  management  allocations 
and  associated  S&Gs  and  new  BLM 
RMP/EISs.  ALL  actions  must  be  in 
conformance  with  existing  plans.  Level 
of  NEPA  compliance  depends  on  the 
proposal.   Only  differences  under 
umbrella  EISs  are  the  possibility  for 
adequate  coverage  already  (therefore 
NCRs)  and  the  use  of  F0N4SIS  rather 
than  FONSIs  for  EAs  (see  below). 

NCR:  Does  the  existing  EIS 
adequately  analyze  the  current 
proposal,  leaving  no  substantial 
issues  unresolved  (e.g.,  no  decision 
space  regarding  timing,  location, 
size,  duration,  and  type  of  project)? 
Example  where  NCR  applies  would 
be  following  through  w/  road 
closures  or  other  ORV  Designations 
specifically  addressed  in  umbrella 
plans/EISs. 

For  timber  sales,  unless  EIS 
includes  a  site-specific  scenario  and 
the  current  proposal  is  that 
scenario,  difficult  to  make  a  case 
that  the  EIS  adequately  analyzed 
and  resolved  the  conflicts  regarding 
alternative  means  to  implement  the 
action  in  a  particular  geographic 
location,  [see  also  ROD  pp.    3: 
Timber  Sales;  40:  NEPA;  54: 
Planning  &  Analysis] 


Categorical  Exclusion 
determinations  unaffected  except 
for  heightened  sensitivity  from  Plan 
allocations  that  should  be 
considered  in  CERs. 

EA  v.  EIS:  all  actions  in  first  few 
years  of  Plan  implementation  should 
be  direct  results  of  the  plan  (i.e., 
new  proposals  initiated  by  the  plan 
or  old  proposals  modified  to 
conform).  Added  layers  of 
management  parameters,  i.e., 
allocations,  objectives,  standards  & 
guidelines,  leave  little  possibility  of 
exceeding  impact  assumptions 
addressed  in  the  umbrella 
Pians/EISs.   [Substantial  deviations 
from  documented  EIS  impacts 
would  likely  indicate  non- 
conformance with  the  Plan.] 

Packaging  of  Projects  (or  Project  Scale): 
Often  confuses  EA  v.  EIS  issue. 

Ecosystem-based  management  concept 
encourages  landscape-level 
perspectives,  facilitating  landscape-wide 
project  conception.  Aggregating  projects 
across  a  landscape  and  time  (e.g.,  a 
multi-year  ecosystem  treatment 
proposal)  raises  concerns  about 
significant  impacts  (analyzing  projects 
individually  apparently  does  not). 

-    .    But  really  no  difference  between 

analysis  on  an  aggregated  or  individual 
basis  w/  respect  to  cumulative  impacts. 
CIs  are  the  same.  Landscape-wide 
analysis  can  even  help  CI  identification. 

Since  projects  implement  the  Plan  and 
follow  management  parameters  of  the 
Plan,  little  possibility  of  determining  that 
the  significant  impacts  are  not  already 
adequately  addressed  in  the  umbrella 
EISs.  Doesn't  imply  that  EISs  never 
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necessary  -  just  that  mere  aggregation 
doesn't  require  it. 

Need  to  more  adequately  tier  to  the  EISs 
to  streamline  EAs  (summarizing  relevant 
EIS  sections  rather  than  vague  citations 
and  providing  better  context  for  the 
proposal) (also  use  relevant  information 
from  any  Watershed  Analyses).  Use 
these  to  better  document  FONASIs 
[Finding  Of  No  Additional  Significant 
Impacts]  also  heavily  referencing  and 
summarizing  relevant  ROD/S&Gs  to 
support  that  finding. 

Upgrading  Pre-ROD  Project  Analysis  & 
Documentation:  Already  understood  that  old 
projects  need  to  conform  to  ROD/S&Gs  and 
RMPs  (and  any  watershed  analyses).  But 
need  to  amend  existing  EAs  even  if  merely 
to  describe  reduced  impacts.  One  factor  in 
favor  of  IBLA  not  granting  a  stay  in  the 
Golden  Panther  Thinning  Sale  was  written 
record  of  interplay  between  original  proposal 
and  the  Plan  (i.e.,  2  project  modifications 
and  2  EA  Amendments).   A  paragraph  can 
do  it. 

Public  Notification/Involvement: 

IM  No.  OR-92-243  (9/1 1/92)  provides 
guidance  for  newspaper  notification  of 
EA  availability  and  showing  good  faith 
by  informing  publics  of  opportunities  to 
influence  decision. 

NW  Forest  Plan  and  spirit  of  ESBM 
encourage  greater  PI  than  just  req'd  by 
law.  Ideal:  interested  publics  involved  in 
WAs  that  eventually  generate  projects. 
Short  term:  the  ROD  (pp.  13:  TSs;  54: 
Ping  &  Analysis;  55:  new  public 
participation  strategies;  E-20:  WA)  and 
our  desire  to  successfully  implement 
projects  add  emphasis  to  facilitating 
public  participation. 
Counterproductive  to  avoid  or  short- 
circuit  traditional  PI  avenues. 
Inconsistent  application  can  also  hurt 
(30-day  comment  periods  [at  least  2 
districts]  v.  1 5  [know  of  1  district]  v. 
none).  Creates  suspicion  that  can  lead 
to  unnecessary  delays. 

Place  our  best  foot  forward  while  giving 
the  public  its  first,  and  lasting, 
impression  of  our  "new  way  of  doing 
business"  by  facilitating  public 
involvement  through  reasonable 


comment  periods  on  EAs  and  providing 
copies  of  heavily  referenced  documents 
(e.g.,  WA  reports  -  established  groups 
likely  to  use  them  repeatedly). 

Also  remember  our  State  Clearinghouse- 
type  responsibilities:  notification  and 
opportunity  to  comment  within  45  days. 

■       The  Decision  Record  (DR): 

The  Forest  Management  Regulations  at 
43  CFR  §5003  establish  a 
nondiscretionary  definition  of  the 
Decision  Record  for  all  advertised  timber 
sales  -  no  substitute  -  "the 
[newspaper]  notice  of  such  sale  shall 
constitute  the  decision  document." 

Any  written  "decision"  issued  prior  to 
the  sale  notice  is,  by  definition,  NOT  a 
DR  and  can  lead  to  confusion.  There  is 
no  such  thing  as  a  "NEPA  Decision," 
since  NEPA,  like  WA,  is  not  a  decision 
document.  NEPA  does  not  require  that  a 
decision  be  made  --  only  that  any 
decisionmaking  include  consideration  of 
environmental  consequences.  (See 
workgroup  results  below  for  a 
recommended  solution  to  the  Sale 
Notice/DR  dilemma.) 

Decisions  are  guided  by  program- 
specific,  not  necessarily  NEPA, 
guidance. 

District  concerns  raised  in  response  to  LB.  No. 
OR-95-228: 


Question:   As  we  prepare  sales  and 
resulting  EAs,  how  can  we 
meaningfully  involve  the  public  to 
ensure  understanding  and  minimize  the 
impacts  of  protests  (formal  and 
Infontial)  and  appeals? 


Response/Action:    In  the  long  term,  we  anticipate 
public  participation  in  conducting  watershed 
analyses  and  making  recommendations  for 
restoration  and  other  projects  (including  timber 
sales)  needed  or  desired  and  determined  to  be 
feasible  in  each  watershed.  In  the  short  term, 
ecosystem-based  management  and  the  NW 
Forest  Plan  urge  a  greater  level  of  public 
involvement  than  has  been  traditionally  provided 
for.  Our  efforts  should  demonstrate  our  openness 
to  public  involvement  by  providing  reasonable 
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comment  periods  and  copies  of  heavily- 
referenced  supporting  documents  (e.g., 
watershed  analyses)  upon  request.  The  added  up- 
front time  can  often  be  far  offset  with  reduced 
suspicion  and  associated  reductions  in 
administrative  challenges  (or  even  public  support 
in  BLM's  defense  against  challenges). 


PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  Will  it  be  possible  to  anj 
multiple  timber  sales  In  one  EA' 


Response/Action:    It's  already  occurring  in  some 
districts  (e.g.,  multiple  unit  sales,  multiple  sales, 
and  some  "landscape  treatment"  EAs  that  include 
timber  sales).  The  multiple  sale  EAs  are 
aggregating  "like"  sales  or  sales  in  proximity  with 
each  other.  Solicitors  are  primarily  concerned 
about  the  tendency  to  lose  specificity  with 
aggregate  EAs.  If  we  can  maintain  sufficient 
specificity,  there  should  be  no  problem. 


Issue:  The  Notice  of  Sale  which,  by 
regulation,  is  the  Decision  Record  for 
all  advertised  timber  sales,  does  not 
provide  adequate  documentation  of 
decision  elements  that  IBLA  looks  for  in 
reviewing  appeals  and  that  are 
recommended  by  BLM's  NEPA 
Handbook  [H-1790-1. 1 V-C.3]  (e,g.>  a 
detailed  description  of  the  decision, 
including  selected  mitigation  measures 
and  associated  stipulations,  and 
specific  rationale  for  the  decision),  Is 
there  a  way  to  meet  these  needs 
without  causing  confusion? 


Response/Action:   It  was  suggested  that  at  the 
end  of  the  NEPA  process,  the  RA  could  publish  a 
document  clearly  entitled  Decision 
Documentation  or  something  similar  that  provides 
the  detailed  description  of  the  decision  and  its 
rationale,  but  also  clearly  spells  out  that  the 
official  point  of  decision,  by  regulation,  is  the 
notice  of  sale  in  the  newspaper,  at  which  time  it 
would  be  protestable.  [Example:  In  accordance 
with  Forest  Management  Regulations  at  43  CFR 
15003.2,  the  decision  for  this  timber  sale  will  not 
become  effective  or  be  open  to  formal  protest 
until  the  Notice  of  Sale  is  published  "in  a 
newspaper  of  general  circulation  in  the  area 
where  the  lands  affected  by  the  decision  are 
located.  "  For  this  project,  the  Notice  of  Sale  will 

be  published      the .7  Any  public 

responses  received  could  be  considered  in  the 
final  decision  and  any  substantial  modifications 
that  result  could  be  documented  in  a  revised  DD 
and  EA  Amendment  distributed  prior  to  or 
simultaneous  with  publication  of  the  sale  notice. 


Issue:   An  unintended  consequence  o 
the  PSQ  "target"  might  be  to 
discourage  landscape-treatment  EAs 
because  the  front-end  work  involved 
could  preclude  FY95  outputs,  even 
though  such  projects  can  better  meet 


efficient  plan  impleme 
long  run  (due  to 
wide  coverage). 


>n  in  the 


Response/Action:  The  DSD,  Resource  Planning, 
Use  &  Protection,  will  explore  claiming  annual 
shares  of  anticipated  multi-year  PSQ  for 
landscape  proposals  that  have  undergone  NEPA 
analysis  and  for  which  decision  notices  are  being 
prepared.  (We  all  heard  him  say  "OK"  at  the 
workshop.) 


Issue:  Will  it  be  possible  to  ar 
Purpose  &  Need  statements  in 
projects  involving  regeneration 


/est 


entering 


se  &  Neec 
stand? 


Response/Action:    Such  statements  could  refer  to 
language  in  the  ROD  for  the  "Forest  Plan  for  a 
Sustainable  Economy  and  a  Sustainable 
Environment"  (e.g.,  application  of  the  plan 
allocations  and  S&Gs  "will  provide  for  a  steady 
supply  of  timber  sales  and  nontimber  resources 
that  can  be  sustained  over  the  long  term  without 
degrading  the  health  of  the  forest  or  other 
environmental  resources"  [ROD,  p. 31).  The 
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statements  can  also  refer  to  the  adaptive 
management  process  that  will  allow  us  to  adjust 
our  practices,  as  we  learn  from  our  first  1  -2  years 
of  implementation,  to  ensure  sustainable  levels  of 
commodity  production  to  support  economic 
stability. 


Issue:  How  do  we  handle  lengthy  and 
often  vague  requests  for  background 
documents? 


Response/Action:  One  RA  responded  to  the 
standard  ONRC  request  form  by  stating  that  the 
request  wasn't  specific  enough  and  inviting  a 
representative  to  come  and  look  through  the  files 
to  determine  what  they  need.  ONRC  did  not 
respond.  Several  offices  are  receiving  requests 
for  watershed  analyses  referred  to  in  some  EAs. 
The  joint  BLM/FS  response  to  The  Wilderness 
Society  committed  to  providing  copies  to 
requesters.  Many  similar  organizations  can  be 
expected  to  use  them  repeatedly  as  we  propose 
projects  based  on  them.  Some  offices  have 
learned  that  an  8-1/2X11,  black  &  white  version 
of  the  report,  including  reduced  maps  and  an 
invitation  to  come  in  if  they're  interested  in 
viewing  the  large,  color  maps,  has  satisfied 
requesters.  There  is  a  long-term  plan  to  create  an 
Internet  library  for  storing,  and  allowing  public 
access  to,  watershed  analyses,  EAs,  and  other 
plan  implementation  documents.  In  the 
meantime,  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  OR-95- 
098  (May  17,  1995)  provides  direction  regarding 
"Public  Requests  for  Watershed  Analysis 
Reports." 


cur 
in  i 


guidance 
analysis  c 
ite-Iand  l< 


Response/Action:   NEPA  requires  us  to  make  a 
good-faith  effort  to  consider  the  cumulative 
impacts  of  our  decisions,  regardless  of  ownership 
boundaries.  Ecosystem-based  management 
similarly  compels  us  to  be  "ownership  blind." 
Interagency  commitments  to  work  together  and 
opportunities  to  utilize  the  provincial  committees 
should  facilitate  intergovernmental  information 
gathering.  For  private  lands,  we'll  need  to  assume 
likely  harvest  of  forest  products  up  to  the  levels 
allowed  by  the  State  Forest  Practices  Act  unless 


informed  otherwise  by  property  owners.  Of 
course,  special  caution  should  be  applied  to  how 
private-land  data  is  gathered  (e.g.,  any  on-site 
inventory  with  owner  permission  only)  and  what 
level  of  such  data  is  truly  necessary  for 
watershed  analyses  and  cumulative  impact 
analyses  of  projects  on  Federal  lands  (considering 
proprietary  concerns  and  other  private  landowner 
sensitivities)-. 


FY  1996/FY  1997  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED  AT  THE 
WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  When  are  we  going  to  revise 
the  43  CFR  §5003  regulations  to  allow 
for  a  decision  record,  protests  and 
appeals  prior  to  issuance  of  the  sale 
notice,  when  it's  already  too  late  to 
make  changes  in  response  to  protests? 


Response/Action:  The  Forest  Service  has  a 
process  with  a  decision  point  preceding  the  sale 
notice  so  that  issues  surrounding  the  decision  to 
offer  the  sale  are  resolved  prior  to  any 
involvement  of  purchasers.  Roger  Nesbit  of  the 
Regional  Solicitors  Office  says  that  changing  the 
§5003  regulations  would  similarly  make  BLM's 
process  cleaner.  Establishing  the  sale  notice  as 
BLM's  point  of  protestable  decision  was 
essentially  an  "historical  accident."  However,  the 
current  process  does  allow  the  sales  to  be 
offered  (and  thus  help  to  meet  the  performance 
agreement)  prior  to  any  delays  from 
administrative  challenges.  The  "full  force  and 
effect"  provisions  of  the  Forest  Management 
regulations  have  since  been  adopted  by  IBLA  for 
appeals  of  general  public  land  decisions  (if  IBLA 
does  not  grant  any  requested  stays  within  45 
days  of  the  appeal  period).  So  there  is  currently 
little  difference  between  the  Forest  Management 
and  general  land  management  appeal  regulations. 
The  S.O.  Branch  of  Biological  Sciences  will 
further  explore  the  desirability  of  revising  the 
regulations. 
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Issue:  In  light  of  an  unprecedented 
level  of  project  design  features  in  the 
form  of  plan  allocations  and  standards 
and  guidelines,  is  there  a  possibility  of 
establishing  new  BLM  categorical 
exclusions  (CXs)  for  use  in  the  region? 


Response/Action:    Experience  has  shown  that 
efforts  to  revise  BLM's  list  of  CXs  are  handled  on 
a  BLM-wide  basis  and  have  taken  4  years  from 
proposal  to  publication  of  draft  revisions  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  another  2  years  from  draft 
to  final,  making  this  request  one  that  exceeds  the 
FY  95  workload  threshold.  DOI,  through  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs,  requires  greater 
specificity  for  Interior  agency  CXs,  and  revisions 
are  reviewed  by  OEA  and  Interior  Solicitors.  Any 
proposals  from  this  region  would  need  to  be  very 
specific  and  can  be  expected  to  be  held  until 
there  is  sufficient  impetus  to  initiate  another 
BLM-wide  effort. 
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SURVEY  AND  MANAGE 

Cheryl  McCaffrey,  OR-931,  503-952-6050 


CONTENT: 

■  4  Components  phased  in  over  time  and 
complexity   (pp.  C-4  -  6  +  Table  C-3  on 
pp.  C-49  -  59). 

■  No  other  list  of  species  approved  to  date. 

■  Associated  species,  not  Survey  and  Manage 
(S&M),  in  Protective  Buffer  and  Bat  sections: 

Protect  from  Grazing  (p.  C-6),  all  land 

allocations,  mollusks  and  vascular  plant 

Unmapped  LSR  Protection  Buffers  (pp. 

C-11  &C-19-21) 

Great  gray  owl  protocol  to  be 

implemented  by  April  13,  1995. 

Unmapped  Managed  LSR  Area 

Protection  Buffers  (pp.  C-23  &  C-26  - 

28) 

Specified  structures  used  as  bat  roosts 

(p.  C-43).    Matrix  and  AMAs. 

Lynx  (pp.  C-47  -  48) 

TIMING: 

Component  1 

■  Acquire  information  on  known  sites  for 
project  planners. 

■  As  soon  as  information  is  available,  use  in 
design  or  modification  of  activities. 

■  Activities  implemented  in  1 995  or  later, 
must  include  provisions  for  known  sites. 

Mostly  protect  sites  (10s  of  acres) 
Some  species:  do  specific  management 
treatments  (e.g.  fire) 
Rare/endemic  fungi:    1 60  acres 
withdrawn  from  ground  disturbing 
activities  temporarily. 
Noble  polypore  fungus:   around  2  sites: 
manage  all  usable  habitat  up  to  600 
acres  to  protect  species. 

Component  2 

■  Use  existing  survey  information  to  establish 
managed  sites  for  species. 

■  Surveys  for  salamanders,  vole,  and  lynx  to 
precede  design  of  1 997  (or  later)  ground 
disturbing  activities. 

■  Surveys  for  other  71  species  will  be  done  for 
ground  disturbing  activities  in  1 999  or  later. 


Component  3 

Conduct  extensive  surveys  using  efficient, 

standardized  protocols  to  find  high  priority 

sites  for  management. 

These  surveys  NOT  done  prior  to  ground 

disturbing  activities,  but  on  schedule 

appropriate  to  species. 

Accepts  loss  of  some  sites  prior  to 

completion  of  surveys. 

Surveys  must  be  underway  by  1996. 

Component  4 

■      Acquire  necessary  information  to  determine 

necessary  levels  of  protection. 

Use  this  information  for  adaptive 

management. 

Initiate  no  later  than  FY  1 996,  complete  in 

1 0  years. 

Process 

Work  Group  chartered  by  RIEC  under  REO. 
Using  field  and  research  staff  and  contracts 
to  collect  known  site  data  from  major 
specimen  depositories  and  agency  files. 
Developed  database  and  developing  GIS  for 
known  sites. 

Using  interagency  field  and  research  staff  to 
develop  management  recommendations  and 
survey  protocols. 


Timing  and  process  recommended  by  S&M  Work 
Group.  NOT  yet  approved  by  SD/RF: 

■  Will  miss  May  1 5  target  to  provide  known 
site  data  and  management  recommendations 
for  Component  1 .   Until  data  is  available: 

Use  site  data  available  at  district  and  in 
Appendix  J2. 
-    .    Use  management  and  mitigation 

information  in  J2  for  those  sites  where 
management  information  is  lacking  at 
the  field  office. 

■  Precise  data  provided  for  taxonomic  groups 
individually  as  entered  into  GIS.  Will  link 
with  paper  original  data  and,  in  some  cases, 
with  maps  for  field  use. 

■  Sites  located  with  precision  not  suitable  for 
project  level  planning  will  be  used  in  surveys 
under  Components  2  and  3. 

■  The  great  gray  owl  protocol  was  sent  to  the 
field  on  May  12. 


Forest  Plan  Implementation  Workshop 


Page  47 


■  We  expect  about  4000  known  sites  in  the 
database,  i.e.,  about  40  per  field  unit  if 
equally  distributed. 

Answers  to  anticipated  questions 

■  For  efficiency  and  under  timeline,  ROD 
surveys  are  not  required  (except  for  great 
gray  owl)  in  1995.    Development  of  survey 
protocols  by  field  is  not  recommended  so  as 
to  reduce  redundant  effort. 

■  Dwarf  mistletoe  -  Taxonomic  subgroup  has 
prepared  request  to  change  population  of 
concern  and  to  change  survey  strategies. 
Transmitted  by  State  Director  and  Regional 
Forester  to  REO  for  analysis  and  request  to 
RIEC  for  action.   Until  acted  upon,  protect  all 
known  dwarf  mistletoe  sites. 

■  BLM's  E-4  stipulation  in  timber  sale  contracts 
is  considered  to  be  a  "provision"  under 
Component  1  to  cover  those  sites  which 
become  known  after  contracting. 


PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Question:   Appendix  J2  has  been 

referred  to  in  the  talk,  handout,  and  in 

Larry  Larsen's  talk.   It  is  important  to 

state  that  all  the  standards  and 

guidelines  are  found  in  Attachment  A 

of  the  SEIS  ROD.   Appendix  J2  is 

background  information  from  the 

additional  species  analysis  with 

mitigation  measures.  Some  of  which 

were  adopted  in  the  RO  D,  others  npj 

adopted.  All  the  information  in 

Appendix  J2  is  not  required  on  the 

.  i:  ground*  ■ 

Response/Action:  This  is  true.   Use  Appendix  J2 
as  a  guide  until  management  recommendations 
are  transmitted  [see  August  3,  1 994,  Interagency 
Memo  on  S&M  S&Gs:  1730-PFP  (BLM)]. 
However,  Appendix  J2  mitigations  are  NOT 
required  management  .   Some  of  the  mitigations 
recommended  were  incorporated  into  the  ROD 
and  adequately  covered  some  species. 


Question:   So,  we  do  thousands  of 
acres  of  surveys  and  lo  and  behold  we 
find  many  of  the  species  literally 
everywhere  we  look.  What  then?   1) 
Do  we  continue  to  waste  time 
surveying  for  these  species?  2)  Do  we 
actually  manage  for  them  everywhere? 
3)  How  do  we  (or  can  we)  remove 
them  from  the  list? 


Response/Action:   Good  point!    1 )  You  will  note 
that  most  of  the  species;  fungi,  bryophytes,  and 
lichens  are  in  Components  1  and  3.   Component 
1  guides  management  for  the  "pieces"  we  know 
of.    It  is  expected  that  we  will  find  many  more 
sites  when  we  start  looking.   Component  3 
anticipates  this  and  identifies  survey  for  high 
priority  sites  for  management.   When  these  are 
identified  according  to  the  protocols  (to  be 
developed)  and  site  management  is  developed, 
request  that  the  species  be  removed  from  the  list. 

2)  For  non-Component  3  species  and  abundant 
species,  redefine  management  guidelines,  develop 
justifications,  and  request  removal  from  the  list. 

3)  The  ROD  on  p.  37  and  p.  C-6  discusses  the 
process  to  remove  a  species  or  to  change  the 
component  which  applies  to  it. 

Agencies  request  changes  to  the  REO  which 
analyzes  the  requests  and  forwards  the  requests 
and  recommendations  to  the  RIEC  for  action. 


Question :   Survey  and 


Response/Action:   S&M  species  are  those  listed 
on  Table  C-3  of  the  ROD.  The  working  list  of 
species  sent  with  memos  on  August  3,  1 994  and 
March  3,  1995,  is  NOT  an  official  list.   Its  intent 
was  for  data  collection.   Species  on  that  list 
which  are  not  on  Table  C-3  are  included  under 
Protection  Buffers  (pp.  C-6,  C-19  -  21,  C-26  -  28) 
or  bat  (p.  C-43)  sections  of  the  ROD.   Guidance 
for  the  non-S&M  species  is  found  in  these  parts 
of  the  ROD.   For  most  of  these  species  this 
creates  unmapped  LSRs  (p.  C-11)  or  Managed 
Late-Successional  Areas  (p.  C-23). 
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Question:   New  locations  of  survey  and 
manage  species 

Response/Action:   If  a  Component  1  or  Protection 
Buffer  species  is  found  at  a  new  location, 
manage  or  protect  the  site  as  identified  in  the 
ROD,  in  Appendix  J2  or  in  subsequent 
management  recommendations  being  developed 
by  the  S&M  Work  Group. 

If  a  species  listed  ONLY  as  Components  2,  3,  or 
4  {i.e.  not  listed  as  Component  1  or  in  Protection 
Buffers)  is  located  in  the  field,  it  would  be  at  the 
manager's  discretion  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
site  would  be  managed.   Where  Component  1 
does  not  apply,  you  are  not  required  to 
protect/manage  all  known  sites  in  1995.    - 


consideration  by  the  REO.    Until  then,  sales  with 
hemlock  dwarf  mistletoe  should  not  be  offered. 


Question :   If  red  tree  vole  r 
found  during  sale  layout  (i.e 
"known  sites")  we  should  r 
consistent  BLM  approach, 
happened  in  all  '95  sales  sc 


ley  ar 
*som 


Response/Action:   Red  tree  vole  is  a  Component 
2  species  only.   Protection  or  survey  is  not 
required  for  1 995.   For  ground-disturbing  actions 
planned  for  1 997,  consider  known  sites  and 
conduct  surveys  in  context  of  watershed  analysis 
to  provide  for  dispersal  corridors.   (See  ROD  p.  C- 
5,  Component  2  and  Appendix  J2  p.  55;  Pj, 
lonqicaudus.)  All  known  sites  may  not  need 
protection  at  this  time.  New  surveys  do  not  need 
to  begin  until  protocols  are  completed  by  S&M 
Work  Group. 
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Response/Action:  The  S&M  Work  Group  is 
preparing  Management  Recommendations  for 
species  which  identifies  flexibility  in  management 
in  accord  with  what  is  understood  of  the  species 
needs.  A  draft  for  Aster  vialis  has  been 
circulated  to  several  managers  for  review. 
Concurrently,  a  survey  protocol  has  been 
developed  for  the  great  gray  owl.   Both 
documents  are  over  20  pages.  There  have  been 
many  suggestions  to  improve  the  utility  of  these 
documents  and  to  shorten  the  management 
recommendations. 

We  have  recommended  to  the  S&M  Work  Group 
to: 

■  Develop  a  short  management  summary  (an 
abstract)  including  the  species  significance, 
habitat  types,  essential  management 
requirements  ("got  to's"),  and  to  group 
species  as  much  as  possible;  and 

■  To  provide  the  more  detailed  document 
geared  to  field  specialists  which  identifies 
mitigations  or  recommendations  which 
describes  flexibility  in  management. 


Question:   Dwarf  mistletoe: 


Response/Action:   Components  1  and  2  include 
Arceuthobium  tsuaense     (hemlock  dwarf 
mistletoe).  The  original  concern  in  FEMAT  was 
for  Arceuthobium  tsuaense  ssp.  mertensianse 
(mountain  hemlock  dwarf  mistletoe)  in  the  state 
of  Washington.   A  request  has  been  made  to 
change  the  taxon  and  area  of  concern  to  the 
original  intent  and  for  the  component  to  be  only 
Component  4.  This  will  soon  be  under 
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Question:   A  recent  draft  protocol  for  a 
single  Table  C-3  species  contained:   1 ) 
15  pages  of  text;  2)  25  management 
recommendations;  3)  10  monitoring 
needs;  and  4)  13  critical 
research/information  needs.  We  can't 
do  this  for  400  +  (table)  C-3  species. 
The  workload  and  conflicting 
recommendations  will  kill  us.   Can 
S&M  species  be  reviewed  with  the 
objective  of  lumping  them  into  a  limited 
series  of  broad  management 
prescriptions?  Each  prescription  would 
attempt  to  meet  some  critical 
environmental  need  for  each 
"association." 


QuestionsAssues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Question:   How  will  species  occurrence 
in  LSRs  be  determined  relative  to 
matrix  if  the  surveys  are  focused  in  the 
matrix? 


Response/Action:    Component  2  surveys  will  take 
place  wherever  ground-disturbing  activities  are 
planned.  There  is  no  requirement  in  the  ROD  to 
do  extensive  surveys  for  Component  2  species 
(although  this  is  included  under  BLM  policy  for 
certain  categories  of  special  status  species). 
Component  3  and  4  species  surveys  are 
extensive  and  are  likely  to  be  inside  and  outside 
of  the  matrix. 


Response/Action:   These  are  excellent 
suggestions!   In  fact,  the  S&M  work  group  will 
"lump"  species  recommendations  as  much  as 
possible.  The  draft  management 
recommendations  (rather  than  a  survey  protocol) 
referenced  above  was  for  one  of  the  1 6  vascular 
plants.   Most  of  these  will  be  developed  for 
individual  species  as  the  needs  are  known  to  be 
different.   However,  it  is  expected  that  the  43 
mollusks  will  be  treated  as  about  1 2  groups.  The 
lichens  and  bryophytes  will  be  analyzed 
separately  and  then  lumped  into  as  few  groups  as 
possible.   The  fungi  will  be  treated  largely  as 
groupings  of  associated  species.    Regarding 
management  prescriptions,  however,  there  is 
much  unknown  about  most  S&M  species.   We 
need  to  collect  information  on  species 
requirements  and  build  associations  and  models. 
As  we  learn  more  about  the  habitat  needs  and 
associations  among  these  and  other  species  of 
concern,  it  would  be  desirable  to  manage  habitat 
characteristics  and  processes  to  meet  the 
dynamic  needs  of  these  species  over  space  and 
time  without  intensive  management  of  species 
sites. 


Question:   For  Component  1  species. 


Response/Action:   No,  surveys  are  not  required. 
If  a  staff  person  does  find  a  Component  1 
species,  report  it  and  have  the  identification 
verified  by  a  qualified  expert  and  protect  it  as  a 
known  site. 


Question:  If  dwarf  mi 
and  cruised  FY  95  saU 
drop  or  modify  this  sal 
even  though  this  dwar 
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laid  out 


Response/Action:   Yes,  the  hemlock  dwarf 
mistletoe  (Arceuthobium  tsuoense)  is  still 
officially  a  Component  1  species.   Preferably, 
don't  drop  the  sale  but  delay  it,  assuming  the 
RIEC  will  remove  the  present  species  from  Table 
C-3. 


Question:  What's  the  definition  of 
"ground  disturbing"  activities? 


Response/Action:  The  draft  definition  developed 
by  the  S&M  Core  Group,  but  not  yet  approved  by 
management,  includes  any  disturbance  of  a  type 
and  intensity  that  could  have  a  significant 
negative  effect  on  species  on  the  list  and/or  the 
habitat  that  supports  them.   Note  that 
Component  1  refers  to  "activities,"  not  only 
ground  disturbing  activities,  and  Component  2 
refers  specifically  to  "ground  disturbing 
activities." 
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FY  1996/FY  1997  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED  AT  THE 
WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Question:   Component  2  species : 
surveys  for  1997 


Response/Action:   The  draft  survey  protocols  for 
amphibians  are  nearly  completed.    Surveys  for 
them  may  need  to  begin  soon  after  they  are 
transmitted  in  order  to  survey  during  the 
appropriate  season  in  advance  of  planning  1 997 
sales.   Protocols  for  other  Component  2  species 
have  not  been  started,  but  are  planned  under  the 
S&M  Work  Group. 

Questions/issues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Question: 

Whats 
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Response/Action:  Training  of  existing  staff: 
botanists  for  plants  and  fungi,  wildlife  biologists 
for  animals  or  other  staff  with  the  basic 
education  and  interest  in  these  areas,  is  a 
possibility.    Consideration  needs  to  be  given  to 
the  overall  workloads  of  these  specialists  as 
demands  for  their  expertise  on  special  status 
plants,  native  plants  for  restoration,  special  forest 
products,  and  RNAs/ACECs  is  also  increasing 
along  with  S&M  and  other  new  President's  Plan 
duties.   Contracting  or  research  through 
PNW/PSW  and  NBS  or  universities  is  being 
entertained  as  the  most  likely  option  to 
accomplish  Component  3  and  4  surveys. 


z 


Question:   What  has  been  our  field 
experience  in  applying  surveys  under 
S& M?  Does  this  experience  lead  us  to 
some  idea  of  the  extent  of  S&M 
species  future  work? 


Response/Action:   As  the  survey  protocols  have 
not  yet  been  developed,  we  haven't  had  much 
experience  in  surveys  for  S&M  species  except  for 
vascular  plants,  amphibians,  and  a  few  other 
S&M  species  covered  under  our  special  status 
species  policy.  The  extent,  especially  for 


Components  3  and  4,  is  great.   We  expect  to 
accomplish  most  of  this  work  by  contract. 
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Response/Action:   Habitats  are  identified  in 
Appendix  J2  and  in  Pat  Ford's  database  of 
Appendix  J2  (inquire  from  Willamette  NF; 
McKenzie/Blue  R.  RD).   It  would  be  nice  if  we 
could  overlay  habitat  types  and  known  sites  to 
predict  where  additional  sites  might  be  or  to 
identify  those  habitats  in  Appendix  J2.   However, 
I  don't  know  that  BLM  has  a  habitat  GIS  layer 
yet. 
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TIMBER  SALE  DESIGN,  LA  YOUT,  CRUISING, 
AND  CONTRACT  PREPARATION 

Lyndon  Werner,  OR-931,  503-952-6071 


OVERVIEW  AND  BACKGROUND: 

District  concerns  raised  in  response  to  I.B.  No. 
OR-95-228: 


issue:  It  costs  more  to  do  timber  sales; 
the  cost  analysis  of  Option  9  indicated 
a  2 5  percent  greater  cost.  These 
increased  costs  have  not  been 
acknowledged  by  management. 


Response/Action:   The  6310  subactivity  covers 
timber  sale  planning,  environmental  assessment, 
layout,  cruise,  contract  preparation,  and  contract 
administration.   The  6333  subactivity  covers 
watershed  analysis.  The  following  figures  based 
on  direct  (v.  appropriated  dollars)  costs  suggest 
there  is  sufficient  6310  funding  through  FY 
1 996.   Additional  6333  (watershed  analysis) 
funding  is  included  in  the  President's  Budget  for 
FY  1996. 

$25/MBF        FY  1 986  -  1 990  direct  average  cost 
of  timber  sales. 

$52/MBF        FY  1993  SEIS  Costing-Out  direct 
cost  of  timber  sales. 

$86/MBF        FY  1 995  Enacted  Budget  available 
direct  funding  for  timber  sales. 

$79/MBF        FY  1 996  President's  Budget 

available  direct  funding  for  timber 
sales. 


Issue:  it  is  more  intensive  now  to 
produce  volume.   More  acres  must  be 
covered  to  produce  a  comparable 
volume  (compared  to  producing  under 
the  MFPs  in  the  eighties). 


Response/Action:  This  is  true.  This  was 
anticipated  in  the  SEIS  Costing-Out  effort.   We 
have  to  do  the  work  and  track  our  efforts  to  see 
if  the  funding  is  sufficient.   Where  FTE  ceilings 
are  limiting  we  have  to  be  innovative,  e.g., 
contract  out  some  of  the  work. 


Issue:  The  placement  of  the  green 
retention  trees  needs  to  be  along  the 
boundaries  of  the  units  or  else  the 
shade  from  the  trees  will  reduce 
growth  of  the  new  stand.  The 
biologists  are  recommending  the  trees 
be  scatter ed; 


Response/Action:  The  Area  Manager  and  the  ID 
Team  must  determine  the  best  strategy  for 
placement  of  the  retention  trees  to  account  for 
safety  and  to  ensure  compliance  with  the 
Standards  and  Guidelines.   Growth  impacts 
should  have  been  factored  into  the  PSQ 
calculation.   If  not,  monitoring  and  adaptive 
management  (PSQ  recalculation)  will  have  to 
account  for  it. 
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Issue:  To  stop  the  spread  of  Port- 
Orford  Cedar  (POC)  root  disease  we 
need  to  "sanitize"  streamsides  below 
points  of  infection.  This  means  killing 
all  POC  trees  below  infection  points 
where  roots  could  be  in  contact  with 
water.  The  biologists  are  reluctant  to 
allow  this. 


Response/Action:  The  Area  Manager  and  the  ID 
Team,  through  the  watershed  analysis  and 
environmental  assessment  process,  must 
determine  the  most  appropriate  POC  root  disease 
mitigation  measures  to  include  in  projects.  This 
may  include  killing  POC  trees  in  Riparian  Reserves 
if  it  is  shown  to  have  a  beneficial  effect 
contributing  to  attainment  of  the  Aquatic 
Conservation  Strategy  objectives.   Assumably, 
preventing  the  spread  of  the  disease  would 
provide  for  the  long-term  existence  of  POC  trees 
where  they  should  be  a  naturally  occurring 
component  of  the  riparian  plant  community. 


Issue:  Access  acquisition  and  running 
property  lines  requires  considerable 
lead  time. 


Response/Action:  This  is  true.  Assumably,  sales 
intended  for  meeting  the  Performance  Agreement 
are  not  contingent  on  pending  access  acquisition. 
If  so,  consider  substitute  sales.  Make  any 
remaining  property  line  needs  the  highest  priority 
for  the  surveyors. 


Issue:  There  are  a  lot  of  demands  on 
the  cruisers,  i.e.,  redo  old  sales,  new 
sales,  rights-of-way,  land  exchanges, 
etc.   More  cruisers  are  needed  to  cover 
larger  acreages  in  short  timeframes. 


Response/Action:   Refer  to  the  workshop 
presentation  on  "Priorities".   Use  cruisers  only  for 
cruising,  not  for  layout.    Make  best  use  of 
available  technology.    Contract  out  some  of  the 
work. 


Issue:  The  Riparian  Reserve 
adjustment  factor  in  the  PSQ 
calculation  was  not  high  enou 
When  will  we  recalculate  the  I 


Response/Action:  The  process  utilized  in 
adjusting  the  PSQ  was  comprehensive  and 
included  input  from  district  offices.    It  resulted  in 
a  substantial  reduction  of  the  PSQ.  An 
adjustment  may  not  be  necessary,  or  it  may  only 
be  a  small  adjustment.   In  any  case,  it  will  take 
several  years  to  generate  sufficient  hard  data 
(through  monitoring)  to  employ  the  adaptive 
management  process  and  determine  if  there  is  a 
needed  adjustment  in  the  PSQ.   If  this  results  in  a 
lower  figure  this  does  not  mean  offering  the  full 
PSQ  in  the  early  years  of  Plan  implementation  is  a 
Plan  violation.    It  does  mean  the  outyear  PSQs 
would  have  to  be  commensurately  lower  to 
account  for  (average  out)  the  reduced 
recalculated  PSQ. 


Issue:  Some  of  the  most  experienced 
personnel  have  been  lost  to  the 
Buyouts. 


Response/Action:    Ensure  the  remaining 
experienced  personnel  are  directing  their 
experience  where  most  needed  to  meet  the 
highest  priorities.  Temporarily  redirect  personnel 
back  to  previous  duties.   Share  scarce  skills 
between  resource  areas  and  between  districts. 


Issue:   Direc 
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Response/Action:   Remaining  Sec.  318  sales 
must  be  reconfigured  to  comply  with  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  and  the  Clean  Water  Act 
(Aquatic  Screens).  The  viable  FY  1991  sales 
must  be  reconfigured  to  comply  with  the  ESA 
and  the  Standards  and  Guidelines.   Recent  (April 
3,  1 995,  LAN  message  to  DMs)  informal 
direction  from  Bill  Bradley,  the  Deputy  State 
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Director,  recommended  deferring  further  work  on 
Sec.  318  and  FY  1991  sales  until  the  outcome  of 
the  pending  legislation  is  known. 

Guidance/information  to  successfully  meet  the 
Performance  Agreement  targets: 

■  The  Performance  Agreement  includes 
language  requiring  the  involvement  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  at  the  earliest 
possible  stages  of  watershed  analysis  and 
timber  sale  planning. 

■  It  may  be  best  to  keep  the  contracts  as 
simple  as  possible.   A  traditional 
interpretation  of  the  timber  sale  contract 
work  requirement  policy  would  suggest  only 
including  mitigation  requirements  in  the 
contracts,  e.g.,  ripping  areas  of  soil 
compacted  by  logging  equipment.   You 
would  not  include  enhancements,  e.g., 
placing  logs  in  an  adjacent  stream  to 
enhance  fish  habitat.   The  ongoing  O&C 
County  interest  in  timber  sales  and  their 
revenues  suggests  that  this  traditional 
application  of  the  timber  sale  contract  work 
requirement  policy  may  be  appropriate. 
Contracts  with  enhancement  requirements 
may  go  "no-bid"  or  be  held  up  by 
constituents  interested  in  maximizing  the 
timber  sale  revenue. 


logging  equipment  is  necessary  to  perform  the 
enhancement  work. 

■  Offer  an  appropriate  size  (volume)  and 
number  of  contracts.   Too  many  small 
contracts  creates  an  unnecessarily  high 
administrative  workload  (e.g.,  cruise 
processing/appraisal,  contract  preparation, 
contract  administration).   There  is  a  fixed 
amount  of  preparation  effort  for  each 
contract. 

■  Ensure  the  sale  design  and  marking 
prescription  are  correct  prior  to  layout  and 
cruising  so  work  does  not  have  to  be  redone: 

Don't  plan  a  sale  where  you  shouldn't, 
e.g.,  in  the  wrong  Land  Use  Allocation 
or  where  you  do  not  have  access  (or 
you  can't  get  it  in  time). 

If  it  is  determined  the  site-potential  tree 
height  is  to  be  used  a  the  basis  for  the 
initial  Riparian  Reserve  widths,  refer  to 
I.M.  No.  OR-95-075.   It  is  recommended 
you  document  your  process  and 
determination. 

■  Ensure  contracts  are  legal,  complete,  and  all 
required  processes  were  followed  and 
documented: 


Hopefully,  there  will  be  sufficient 
appropriated  funds  to  accomplish 
enhancement  work.   Consider  the  use  of 
Jobs-in-the-Woods  funds  when  appropriate. 
Consider  a  separate  procurement  contract 
concurrently  advertised  with  the  timber  sale 
contract.   Both  contracts  would  be  linked  by 
cross-referencing  and  appropriate 
performance  requirements,  including  timing 
of  work. 

Action: 

The  Branch  of  Biological  Sciences  is 
staffing  out  the  "augmentation  of 
appropriations"  issue  and  plans  to 
recommend  issuance  of  policy  direction 
which  would  prescribe  what  could  be 
included  in  a  timber  sale  contract. 

The  Branch  of  Biological  Sciences  is 
staffing  out  the  possibility  of  including 
enhancement  work  in  a  timber  sale 
contract  and  paying  for  it  with 
appropriated  funds.   It  is  possible  that 
this  may  only  be  appropriate  when 


Use  checklists  or  some  other  system  to 
ensure  compliance  with  the  Standards 
and  Guidelines  and  to  ensure  all 
appropriate  measures  and  mitigation  in 
the  environmental  assessment  get  into 
the  contract. 

Follow  the  Port-Orford  Cedar  (POC) 
Management  Guidelines  issued  under 
LB.  No.  OR-95-003  (Roseburg,  Medford, 
and  Coos  Bay  Districts  only).   Refer  to 
LB.  No.  OR-95-075  for  additional 
guidance.   The  District  RMPs  and  our 
litigation  defense  indicate  effects  on  the 
species  and  root  rot  disease  mitigation 
will  be  addressed  and  analyzed  for  all 
projects  within  the  range  of  POC.  This 
must  be  included  in  the  watershed 
analysis  and  environmental  assessment. 
The  Branch  of  Biological  Sciences  has 
prepared  a  new  special  provision  and 
sample  exhibit  to  incorporate  POC  root 
rot  disease  mitigation  measures  into  the 
timber  sale  contracts.   Refer  to  I.M.  No. 
OR-95-095  issued  May  5,  1 995. 
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Comply  with  the  Vegetation 
Management  EIS  and  ROD  by  following 
the  process  in  the  Silviculture 
Prescription  Handbook  issued  in 
February  1993.    Document  the 
consideration  of  prevention  and 
alternative  vegetation  management 
strategies. 

The  requirement  for  State  Office  review 
and  approval  of  new  or  modified  special 
provisions  is  still  in  effect.    Submissions 
should  include  enough  lead  time  for 
solicitor  review,  etc. 

Share  personnel  between  districts  to 
maximize  effort;  keep  layout  and  cruise 
personnel  busy. 


Periodic  payment  and  first  installment 
adjustment  stipulation;  refer  to 
Washington  Office  I.M.  No.  OR-93-188. 

The  30-Day  notice  to  the  Department  of 
Justice  prior  to  offering  new  sales  or  prior  to 
award  of  a  FY  1991  sale  is  no  longer 
required. 

The  falling  contract  has  been  awarded. 
Terry  Paugh  in  the  Salem  District  is  the  COR. 
Use  of  the  contract  for  fall,  buck,  and  scale 
cruises  will  be  the  top  priority  {aside  from 
emergency  safety  needs).   Terry  will 
coordinate  requests  for  the  fallers.   Refer  to 
I.B.  No.  OR-95-279,  issued  April  21,  1995, 
which  provided  additional  coordination 
information. 


Avoid  duplication  of  different  personnel 
covering  the  same  piece  of  ground.  Where 
possible  have  the  "checkers"  participate  in  or 
do  the  actual  work  instead  of  just  checking 
it,  e.g.,  have  the  biologist  and/or  hydrologist 
lay  out  the  stream  buffers. 

Information  on  the  successful  use  of  new 
technology  needs  to  be  proactively  shared, 
e.g.  use  of  a  Geographic  Positioning  System 
for  traversing  boundaries  and  use  of  a 
Ranging  Laser  for  laying  out  Riparian  Reserve 
boundaries. 

Make  sure  all  volume  (offered  and  sold,  plus 
contract  modifications)  from  all  Land  Use 
Allocations  is  entered  into  the  Timber  Sale 
Information  System.   Use  the  current  Land 
Base  Codes.   It  all  counts  towards  the 
Performance  Agreement  targets.   Advertised 
sales  count  when  offered.   Sec.  318  and  FY 
1991  sales  do  not  count. 

Action:  The  Branch  of  Biological  Sciences 
will  initiate  the  addition  of  new  codes  to  the 
Timber  Sale  Information  System.   District 
input  will  be  requested.   Target  new  code 
use  for  the  start  of  FY  1 996.   Recoding  for 
FY  1 995  sales  will  be  needed  for  plan 
monitoring. 

Remember  to  incorporate  recent  "new" 
special  provisions  in  the  contracts: 

Reservation  of  coarse  woody  debris 
(CWD);  refer  to  I.M.  No.  OR-95-028. 
E-4  stipulation  for  S&M  species  and 
other  raptors;  refer  to  I.M.  No.  OR-94- 
168. 


Make  use  of  improved  technology  for  cruise 
and  appraisal.  The  Division  of  Resource 
planning.  Use,  and  Protection  intend  to  have 
the  National  Cruise  Program  and  updated 
Transaction  Evidence  Appraisal  system 
operational  by  September  1,  1995.   It  is 
important  to  complete  the  transition  to  the 
new  systems  for  efficiency  and  accuracy, 
and  to  provide  consistency  with  the  Forest 
Service.   Concerns  have  been  expressed  by 
the  cruisers  regarding  the  conflict  of  the 
start-up  time  (learning  curve,  especially  with 
the  data  recorders)  with  completing  cruise 
and  appraisal  to  meet  sale  deadlines. 

At  the  April  3,  1 995,  meeting  of  the  Field 
Users  Group  it  was  agreed  January  1 ,  1 996, 
would  be  the  full  implementation  date  for  the 
new  systems  and  commencement  of  the 
transition  period  for  selling  on  cubic  volume. 
In  the  meantime,  a  portion  of  the  sales  will 
be  cruised  and  appraised  using  the  new 
systems  for  a  period  of  testing  and 
debugging.   By  April  28,  1 995,  the  cruisers 
agreed  to  submit  a  copy  of  their  district's  FY 
1 995  sale  plan  to  the  State  Office  and 
designate  on  which  sales  they  will  be 
cruising  and  appraising  with  the  new 
systems. 

The  Eugene  District  has  combined  all  their 
cruisers  into  one  working  team.    District 
cruising  is  scheduled  on  a  priority  basis. 
This  may  result  in  greater  efficiency. 

Consideration  needs  to  be  given  to  the  future 
of  the  cruising  program.   We  should  have 
sufficient  personnel  statewide  to  meet  the 
short-term  needs.   However,  several  cruisers 
are  not  far  from  retirement.   It  takes  four  to 
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five  years  for  a  trainee  to  become  a  certified 
production  cruiser.   It  appears  our  success 
will  be  measured  in  board  feet  (or  cubic 
feet),  not  acres.   This  and  the  O&C  County 
interest  in  timber  sales  and  their  revenues 
suggests  the  traditional  program  emphasis 
on  high  quality  measurement  and  appraisal 
will  continue  to  be  important.    Only  the 
Salem  and  Roseburg  Districts  have  identified 
District  Appraiser  positions  in  their  FY  1998 
Target  Tables  of  Organization.  The  Branch 
of  Biological  Sciences  has  been  assigned  to 
staff  out  the  sharing  or  zoning  of  District 
Appraisers.  The  Performance  Agreement 
has  put  us  back  into  a  production  mode.   As 
cruising  production  data  becomes  available 
the  program  needs  and  personnel 
requirements  should  be  reevaluated 
statewide. 

Timber  Sale  Preparation  Activities  to 
Consider  for  Contracting: 

Stand  exam  plot  work  for  development 

of  silvicultural  prescriptions. 

Profile  running,  cable  and  helicopter 

harvest  system  payload  and  feasibility 

analysis. 

Brushing  for  property  lines,  P-lines,  and 

timber  sale  boundaries. 

Timber  sale  boundary  traversing. 

Retention  tree  marking. 

Cruise  data  keypunching  (if  data 

recorders  are  not  being  used). 

Cruise  tally  in  lower  value,  more  uniform 

stands. 


PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


tin 


Response/Action:   The  Comptroller  General  has 
stated  that  appropriations  may  not  be  augmented 
with  funds  from  other  appropriations  or  other 
sources  not  specifically  authorized  by  law. 
Without  specific  statutory  authority,  the 
"bartering"  of  Government  property  (timber)  for 
services  is  prohibited  because  it  would  result  in 
an  unlawful  augmentation  of  an  Agency's 


appropriations  (trading  goods  for  services).    In  the 
past,  the  Solicitor's  Office  has  provided  a  four- 
point  "test"  to  evaluate  the  inclusion  of 
requirements  in  a  contract.   Namely,  that  the 
BLM  may  require  a  purchaser  to  do  things  which 
are  "(1)  relevant  to  the  sale  of  timber,  (2)  not 
unusual  in  such  transactions,  (3)  reasonably 
calculated  to  make  effective  the  power  to  sell 
Government- timber,  and  (4)  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States." 

At  the  workshop  it  was  determined  that 
managers  need  to  be  aware  of  the 
"augmentation"  issue  and  what  their  ID  Teams 
are  considering.   Common  sense  is  to  be  applied 
in  determining  what  is  "enabling"  for  the  timber 
sale  to  go  forward  and  what  otherwise  is  going 
too  far  and  would  run  us  afoul  of  existing  policy, 
law,  and  legal  interpretations.   Further  guidance 
is  needed.   See  Item  I.B.2.,  above. 


issue:   "Will  BLM  offer  timber  without 
access?" 


Response/Action:    Probably  not.   43  CFR  5401 .0- 
6  does  provide  the  authority  to  advertise  timber 
sales  without  access,  however,  in  most  instances 
this  would  be  ill-advised  (contrary  to  informal 
advice  from  the  Regional  Solicitor).   At  the 
workshop,  Bill  Bradley,  the  Deputy  State  Director, 
stated  that  in  most  cases  we  would  continue  to 
secure  access  prior  to  offering  sales.   Proposals 
to  do  otherwise  are  to  be  forwarded  to  the  State 
Office  for  review  and  approval. 


Issue:   "Can't  we  do  scale  sales?' 


Response/Action:   Current  policy  includes  the 
availability  of  scale  sales  as  an  option  and 
requires  State  Office  approval.   Scale  sales  are 
generally  discouraged  because  of  the  concerns 
regarding  log  accountability  and  theft.  This  will 
continue  to  be  the  case.  To  overcome  these 
issues  may  require  more  contract  administration 
than  it  is  worth  compared  to  the  possible 
workload  savings  during  contract  preparation. 
Proposals  to  offer  a  scale  sale  must  deal  with  the 
accountability  issues  and  be  forwarded  to  the 
State  Office  for  approval. 
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Issue:  "Can  we  contract  out  marking 
and  cruising?" 


Response/Action:   The  answer  is  yes,  however, 
the  complexity  of  certain  marking  prescriptions 
and  the  required  cruising  standards  may  make  it 
less  efficient  to  contract  out  the  work  versus 
doing  it  ourselves.   The  only  efficient  applications 
for  contracting  may  be  in  lower  value,  more 
uniform  stands,  such  as  a  commercial  thinning. 


Issue:  "How  will  fuels  resulting  from 
FYs  95  and  96  sales  be  treated  to 
ensure  compliance  with  OSDF/BLM 
contract  requirements?  Basically  this 
requirement  is  that  extra  fuel  hazards 
that  are  created  must  be  treated  or 
BLM  assumes  responsibility  for  fires 
originating  in  or  passing  through  them 


Issue:   "If  trees  fall  across  Riparian 
Reserve  boundaries,  what  is  the 
harvest  status?  Can  it  count  as  CWD 
if  origin  is  the  Riparian  Reserve?   Can 


any  pome 


Response/Action:  The  response  assumes  the 
question  refers  to  windthrown  trees  with  the  hole 
from  the  root  wad  located  within  the  Riparian 
Reserve.   The  answer  is  "It  depends."  The  ID 
Team  must  make  an  on-site  determination  that  is 
consistent  with  the  Standards  and  Guidelines  in 
both  land  allocations  (Riparian  Reserve  and 
Matrix).   Assumably,  the  portion  of  the  tree  in  the 
Matrix  could  count  as  CWD  in  the  harvest  unit  if 
that  does  not  conflict  with  achieving  the  Aquatic 
Conservation  Strategy  objectives  in  the  Riparian 
Reserve.   The  tree  can  be  harvested  subject  to 
the  Standards  and  Guidelines  relating  to  salvage 
in  a  Riparian  Reserve. 


Response/Action:  This  is  correct.   If  OSDF 
determines  additional  hazard  exists,  then  BLM 
assumes  the  additional  liability.   This  has  not  yet 
been  tested,  i.e.,  an  actual  case  where  BLM  has 
received  a  bill  for  additional  suppression  from 
OSDF.   Over  time,  as  the  fuel  breaks  down,  the 
hazard  will  reduce  to  a  "normal"  level. 


Issue:   "Can  hardwoods  be  substituted 
for  conifers  to  the  extent  of  what 
should  ecologically  be  there,  i.e., 
conifers  may  not  currently  be  there  and 
may  not  be  80%  dominant;  they  may 
only  be  60%  dominant? " 


Response/Action:   No,  hardwoods  can  not  be 
substituted  for  conifers.  The  RMPs  specify  you 
retain  green  conifers  to  meet  the  minimum 
prescribed  number  per  acre  unless  you  do  not 
have  enough  in  the  stand  to  begin  with.   In  some 
cases,  you  would  retain  all  the  conifers  plus 
enough  hardwoods  to  meet  the  minimum 
standard. 


Reserve?  1 


ee  originating  from  thi 

ivbq  trorri  tn6:  Hiparjan 
Joes  the  volume  get 


Response/Action:  There  are  two  possible  ways 
in  which  this  can  occur,  i.e.,  windthrow  or 
harvest-designated  (Matrix)  trees  inadvertently 
felled  into  the  Riparian  Reserve.   For  windthrow, 
once  again,  it  depends.   An  on-site  determination 
must  conclude  removal  is  consistent  with  the 
Standards  and  Guidelines  in  both  land  allocations 
(Riparian  Reserve  and  Matrix).   If  you  remove  the 
log(s),  the  volume  counts  as  regulated  volume 
removed  from  the  Matrix. 

If  a  Matrix  tree  is  inadvertently  felled  into  a 
Riparian  Reserve,  it  stays.  This  is  because  the 
operability  assumptions  in  the  PSQ  modeling 
assumed  (particularly  on  steep  ground)  it  would 
be  impossible  to  avoid  some  trees  being  felled 
into  the  Riparian  Reserve  and  that  they  would  be 
left  in  place.   If  this  occurs,  a  contract 
modification  will  have  to  be  made  to  reduce  the 
contract  volume. 
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issue:  "Do  we  have  to  meet  the  CWD 
requirements  the  first  year  of 
implementation  or  can  it  be  done  over 
several  years?" 


Response/Action:  The  question  was  interpreted 
as  asking  if  the  requirements  must  be  met  for 
each  harvest  unit  or  could  it  be  achieved  over  the 
landscape  over  time.   On  regeneration  units  the 
CWD  requirement  must  be  met  on  each  harvest 
unit,  however,  not  on  each  acre  within  a  unit. 
The  requirement  is  an  average  across  the  harvest 
unit,  however,  the  logs  are  not  to  be  piled  or 
concentrated  in  a  few  areas.   Refer  to  I.M.  No. 
OR-95-028.   In  partial  harvests,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  fall  reserve  trees  to  provide  down 
logs.   If  the  ID  Team  planning/analysis  determines 
there  are  not  sufficient  preexisting  Class  1  and  2 
down  logs,  the  environmental  assessment  should 
indicate  that  the  reserve  trees  will  meet  snag  and 
CWD  requirements  later  in  the  rotation. 


issue:   "Regarding  LM.  No.  OR-95-028, 
must  the  minimum  CWD  requirement, 
i.e.,  120  linear  feet  of  logs  per  acre 
greater  than  or  equal  to  16  inches  in 
diameter  and  1 6  feet  long  (Decay  Class 
1  and  2),  be  left  on  site  after  all 
activities,  i.e.,  logging,  site  preparation, 
etc?" 


Response/Action:   Yes,  refer  to  the  response  to 
Issue  No.  9.,  above. 


Issue:  "Is  the  intent  of  the  SEIS  ROD 
(page  C-40)  to  retain  all  preharvest 
CWD  and  (plus)  120  feet  of  Class  1 
and  2  logs  post  harvest?   Regarding 

preexisting  Class  1  and  2  down  logs 
have  to  be  left?  JWhat  about  Class  3 
arid  4  logs?  Do  we  need  to  reserve 
them  with  paint  and/or  a  contract 
orovision?" 


CWD  is  Class  1  and  2,  it  counts  as  part  of  the 
SEIS  ROD  minimum.   The  requirement  is  for  what 
remains  post-harvest.    Refer  to  I.M.  No.  OR-95- 
028.    It  is  not  necessary  to  mark  and/or  reserve 
the  pre-harvest  Class  1  and  2  CWD.   The  Special 
Provision  is  design  to  achieve  the  end  result 
without  having  to  paint/reserve  preexisting  down 
logs.   A  cruise  deduction  is  made  and  the 
Purchaser  (with  the  direction/approval  of  the 
Contract  Administrator)  determines  which  logs 
will  be  left  to  meet  the  end  result.  The 
preexisting  Class  3,  4,  and  5  CWD  should  be 
reserved  with  a  contract  provision;  it  should  not 
be  necessary  to  paint  them. 

Questions/issues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:   "Regarding  the  CWD 
requirements,  if  you  have  a  40  foot 
long  log  16  inches  in  diameter  at  the 
large  end,  can  you  count  the  whole  40 
feet?" 


Response/Action:  This  CWD  question  will  be 
addressed  in  a  change  memo  to  I.M.  No.  OR-95- 
028  to  be  issued  in  the  near  future.   Nancy 
Anderson  is  staffing  out  the  issue  and  will 
prepare  the  memo. 


FY  1996/FY  1997  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED  AT  THE 
WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  The  major  issue  with  the  timber 
sale  program  is  the  accelerated  level  of 
implementation  under  the  Performance 
Agreement  and  the  possibility  of  the 
Administration  requiring  the  full  PSQ  be 
offered  in  FY  1996.  There  are  few  or 
no  sales  6n-the-shelf.   Many  sales  are 
experiencing  a  downfall  in  volume 
when  Riparian  Reserves  and  other 
resources  are  actually  located  on  the 
ground.  There  is  a  perception  we  don't 
have  enough  "worker  bees"  to  get  the 
work  done, 


Response/Action:   You  must  retain  all  preexisting 
Class  3,  4,  and  5  CWD.    In  addition,  you  must 
retain  1 20  (240)  lineal  feet  per  acre  of  the 
preexisting  Class  1  and  2  CWD.   If  preharvest 


Response/Action:  The  following 
recommendations  relating  to  timber  sales  were 
identified: 
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■  Recognize  we  may  have  some  downfalls  in 
volume  and  plan  (overplan)  accordingly. 

■  Begin  to  collect  common  data  on  acre 
changes  across  districts  so  that  PSQ 
adjustments  can  be  made. 

■  Reduce  risk  and  workload  by  planning  sales 
in  non-controversial  areas  the  first  few 
years. 

■  More  sharing  of  people  across  administrative 
boundaries,  i.e.,  areas,  districts,  and  other 
states  or  agencies. 

■  Look  at  the  work  force  under  the  new 
organization  and  redefine  work,  who  does 
what.   On-the-ground  implementation  is 
everyone's  job.   Eliminate  the  concept  of  a 
specialist's  job  being  only  for  review. 

■  Have  a  clearer  set  of  priorities. 

■  Make  sure  we  are  making  the  best  use  of 
new  technologies  (e.g.,  GPS,  data  gathering, 
CAD,  etc). 

■  Establish  dates  to  batch  sales  for 
consultation  as  much  as  possible. 

■  Look  at  changing  the  Cancellation  Clause  in 
the  timber  sale  contract  to  account  for 
increased  risk  and  possibility  of  contract 
changes.   Change  the  provision  so  we  can 
terminate  portions  or  all  of  a  contract  with 
no  cost  to  the  Government  other  than 
refunding  costs  incurred  by  the  Purchaser 
which  were  not  amortized  by  the  removal  of 
timber. 


Questions/issues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


issue:   "Who  will  develop  standards 
{models  -  SE1S  ROD  page  C-40)  to 
leave  the  expected  number  and  sizes  of 
CWD?"   "When  is  this  model  expected 


Response/Action:  The  model  is  to  be  developed 
to  be  used  as  a  baseline  for  managers  to  develop 
prescriptions  for  landscape  management.    It  has 
not  yet  been  determined  who  will  develop  the 
model  and  when  the  work  will  be  completed. 
Data  from  monitoring  will  be  needed.   This  issue 
is  not  germane  to  success  in  FYs  1 995  and 
1996. 


Issue: 
standai 


'Can 


the  cruisim 


Response/Action:   No,  not  if  we  are  to  be 
consistent  with  current  policy.   Cruising  accuracy 
is  important  when  selling  lump-sum  sales  and 
depleting  the  volume  based  on  the  cruise.   It  is 
also  important  considering  the  high  value  of  most 
westside  timber  and  the  desirability  of  securing 
the  appropriate  return  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  and 
the  O&C  Counties.   This  suggests  there  may  be 
need  to  reconsider  the  policy  and  standards  when 
dealing  with  low  volume  and/or  low  value  sales. 
Proposals  should  be  submitted  to  the  State  Office 
for  consideration.  This  is  not  likely  to  be  an  issue 
resolved  in  the  near  future. 


Action:  Lyndon  Werner  has  a  first  draft 
prepared.  The  final  provision  should  be 
issued  by  mid-June. 

Look  at  all  options  for  sales.   Larger  sales, 
scale  sales,  longer  terms,  etc.   NOTE:  To 
exceed  a  36-month  term  would  require  a 
regulation  change;  there  is  no  intent  to 
pursue  such  a  change. 


Issue :"  Can  we  try  some  creative 
options  that  will  allow  greater 
efficiencies,  such  as  end-result 
contracts,  stewardship  contracts,  or 
service  contracts  that  include  removal 
of  material  with  value  and  result  in  a 
lower  bid?" 


Response/Action:   Probably  not,  unless  we  get 
special  authority,  in  some  cases,  statutory 
authority.   See  response  to  II. A.  1.,  above.   A 
good  case  was  made  at  the  workshop  that  in 
certain  instances  a  creative  approach  would 
accomplish  more  needed  land  treatment  and  be  in 
the  overall  best  interests  of  the  Government. 
These  new  approaches  are  also,  in  some  cases, 
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more  consistent  with  a  landscape/ecosystem 
management.    Districts  should  prepare  specific 
proposals  that  can  be  staffed  out  in  the  State 
Office. 
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TIMBER  SALE  PROTESTS  AND  APPEALS 

Nancy  Anderson,  OR-931,  503-952-6072 


OVERVIEW  AND  BACKGROUND: 

■  The  protest  period  for  an  advertised  timber 
sale  is  within  1 5  days  of  the  sale  notice 
publication. 

°       Upon  denial  of  a  protest,  the  authorized 
officer  may  proceed  with  the  offering/award 
of  the  sale. 

■  Upon  denial  of  a  protest,  the  protestor  has 
30  days  in  which  to  file  an  appeal. 

■  Upon  receipt  of  an  appeal,  the  BLM  has  30 
days  in  which  to  respond. 

■  Policy  for  Fiscal  Year  1 995  timber  sale 
protests  was  issued  under  Instruction 
Memorandum  No.  OR-95-001  dated 
10/3/94. 

■  Upon  denial  of  a  protest,  the  protestant  is 
informed  that  we  will  issue  a  full  force  and 
effect  decision. 

■  If  an  appeal  accompanied  by  a  request  for 
stay  is  not  received  within  30  days,  proceed 
with  sale  award. 

■  If  an  appeal  accompanied  by  a  request  for 
stay  is  received,  prepare  the  response  within 
30  days. 

District  concerns  raised  in  response  to  I.B.  No. 
OR-95-228: 

CONCERN:   Protests  and  appeals  will  slow  down 
the  sale  process  and  require  greater  efforts. 

Guidance/information  to  successfully  meet  the 
Performance  Agreement  targets: 

In  order  to  speed  up  the  process,  several  steps 
will  be  taken.    OR  931  will  prepare  a  file 
containing  "approved"  protest  responses.  This 
file  will  be  transmitted  electronically  to  the 
Districts  and  updated  as  new  responses  are 
developed. 


Districts  should  send  draft  protest  responses  to 
OR  931  (ANDERS_N)  electronically  to  facilitate 
document  review  by  the  OSO  and  the  Regional 
Solicitor's  Office.    Instruction  Memorandum  No. 
OR-95-001,  Timber  Sale  Protest  and  Appeal 
Response  Procedures  Prior  to  Contract  Award 
During  FY  1 995,  will  be  updated  to  include 
information  regarding  the  electronic  transfer  of 
files. 


PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  Two  districts  raised  concerns 
regarding  preparing  a  reply  to  ONRC 
letter  dated  March  27,  1995,  which 
was  received  by  all  of  the  Area 
Managers. 


Response/Action: 
this  letter. 


The  OSO  has  responded  to 


Issue:  Can  0S0  issue  instruction 
regarding  how  to  include  environm* 
and  other  groups  in  meetings,  etc., 
reduce  the  potential  for 
protests/appeals? 


Response/Action:   Public  involvement  is 
encouraged/expected  under  the  Northwest  Forest 
Plan  ROD.   Districts  already  have  the  flexibility  to 
involve  the  public  in  various  stages  of  the  sale 
process  and  many  districts  are  already  doing  so. 
Districts,  however,  may  not  include  the  public  in 
the  actual  decision  making  process  due  to  FACA. 
The  multi-district  group  which  considered  this 
question  did  not  feel  that  any  State  Office 
direction  was  necessary. 
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FY  1996/FY  1997  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED  AT  THE 
WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  The  regulations 
the  publication  of  the  ti 
notice  as  the  decision  d 
triggers  the  protest  peri 


should  b 


changed  {43  CFR  5< 


Response/Action:    Early  public  involvement  in  the 
sale  process  should  bring  forth  issues  which  need 
to  be  resolved  prior  to  sale  offering.   The 
evaluation  of  whether  or  not  a  change  in  the 
regulations  is  in  the  government's  best  interest 
will  need  to  be  assessed.   Authority  does  exist 
for  proceeding  with  the  implementation  of  a 
decision  upon  denial  of  the  protest  (with  State 
Director  approval). 
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OSO/REO  Review  Process 

Larry  Larsen,  OR-937,  503-952-6080 


OVERVIEW  AND  BACKGROUND: 

A  high  level  of  coordination  and  cooperation 
among  the  agencies  is  expected  during 
implementation.    Under  the  Northwest  Forest 
Plan  (NFP),  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for 
Forest  Ecosystem  Management  (the  Agency 
Coordination  Team),  a  library  of  interagency 
groups,  was  set  up: 

Interagency  Steering  Committee  (ISC)  - 

establishes  overall  policy  and  addresses 

and  resolves  issues 

Regional  Interagency  Executive 

Committee  (RIEC)  -  federal  agency 

heads 

Regional  Ecosystem  Office  (REO) 

Research  and  Monitoring  Committee 

(RMC) 

Provincial  Teams 

The  ROD  states: 

•  "Where  standards  and  guidelines  specify 
review  or  approval  by  the  REO,  that  office 
reviews,  exempts  from  review,  or  designs 
and  coordinates  a  review  process,  in  order  to 
provide  recommendations  to  the  RIEC." 
ROD»35 

•  "A  primary  role  of  the  RIEC  and  REO  is  to 
review  proposed  actions  and  determine 
whether  those  actions  are  consistent  with 
the  objectives  of  this  decision.   In  making 
those  determinations,  the  RIEC  and  the  REO 
function  in  an  advisory  capacity,  and  the 
land  management  agencies  and  consultation 
agencies  retain  the  decision-making  authority 
that  is  vested  in  them  by  statue."   ROD»35. 

•  "These  groups  will  oversee  the  necessary 
monitoring  and  research  to  continuously  seek 
new  information  and  understanding  of  the 
complexities  involved  in  managing  the  old- 
growth  and  late-successional  forest 
ecosystem  in  the  Pacific  Northwest." 

•  The  Research  and  Monitoring  Committee 
(RMC)  will  "review  and  evaluate  on-going 
research,"  "develop  and  review  scientifically 
credible,  cost  efficient  monitoring  plans;  and 


facilitate  scientific  review  of  proposed 
changes  to  the  standards  and  guidelines." 
See  Implementation  (S&Gs  E)  Interagency 
Coordination  (E-15/17). 


The  REO: 

provides  staff  and  support  to  facilitate 
the  RIEC  decision-making 
interagency  issue  resolution  staff  work 
on  recommendations  and  updating  of 
the  S&Gs 

reviews  specific  projects  per  S&Gs  to 
determine  that  actions  are  consistent 
with  the  objectives  of  the  ROD 
designs  and  coordinates  review 
processes 

Projects,  actions,  issues,  or  questions  are 
routinely  sent  to  the  REO  through  the  BLM  IRT. 
Projects  include  those  within  late- 
successional/old-growth  (LS/OG) 
"reserves" 

Ongoing  and  new  research  or  parts  of  a 
monitoring  plan 
Questions  concerning 
ambiguities/interpretation/clarification  of 
S&Gs 

Issues  that  are  not  directly  addressed  in 
the  ROD  and  cannot  be  resolved  at 
local/provincial  levels 
Requests  of  NFP  conformance  review  to 
build  administrative  record  or  support 
future  exemptions  from  S&Gs 
Questions  should  be  asked  as  soon  as 
sufficient  information  is  available  to 
identify  what  is  being  proposed  and  to 
■  support  a  finding  of  consistency.  The 
REO  is  interested  in  avoiding,  to  the 
extent  possible,  expenditures  for 
planning  projects  that  will  turn  out  to  be 
inconsistent  with  the  intent  of  the 
S&Gs.   Projects  or  proposals  with 
insufficient  data  to  assess  consistency 
with  the  S&Gs  or  objectives  will  be 
returned. 
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BLM  Issue  Resolution  Team: 

The  RIEC  agreed  on  June  2,  1 994,  that  each 
agency  would  use  its  existing  agency  structure  to 
address  ROD-related  questions  from  the  field 
offices.    Questions  and  issues  will  first  be 
addressed  within  the  agency,  with  interagency 
collaboration  encouraged.   Consistency  and 
efficiency  in  response  are  important. 

Those  questions/issues  that  are  not  resolved 
through  the  agency's  structure,  or  need 
consistency  determination,  will  be  forwarded  to 
the  REO.  The  REO  responds  to  requests  from  the 
agencies'  regional  or  state  office  after  the 
requests  have  gone  through  the  agency's 
established  channels.   The  REO  response  to 
requests  are  also  returned  through  the  agency 
channels. 

Both  FS  and  BLM  have  set  up  REO  Review 
Processes  through  Issue  Resolution  Teams  (IRTs); 
close  IRT  interface  is  expected  on  issues  of 
mutual  interest.    For  the  BLM,  Information 
Bulletin  OR-94-539  set  up  the  initial  process. 
The  I.B.  has  been  amended  twice-once  to 
include  District  Coordinators  and  then  to  update 
the  electronic  cover  sheet  for  project/issue 
submittal. 

Issue  Resolution  Team  functional  groups:   (1)  IRT 
and  (2)  Ecosystem  Implementation  Team  (see 
attached  lists): 

Issue  Resolution  Team  is  used  for  processing 

projects/questions 

Quick  responses  on  questions  and 

minor  issues 

Processes  formal  cases  -  intra- 

agency  and  REO 

Team  deliberation  on  formal  cases 

Interfaces  with  FS  IRT  on  issues  of 

mutual  interest;  collaboration  with 

FS  IRT  permits  an  interagency  and 

case  history  interchange.    BLM  has 

extensively  used  the  FS  submission 

protocols  and  information  base 

Reviews  document  packages  prior 

to  submittal  to  REO 

Creation  and  maintenance  of  case 

history  database 

Ecosystem  Implementation  Team  is  used  for 
resolving  BLM  and  interagency 
issues/questions 

Facilitates  technical  analysis  of  the 

issue 

Verifies  agency  interpretation  of 

conformance 


Coordinates  closely  with  REO  BLM 

representative 

Works  on  REO  subcommittee  teams 

to  facilitation  issue  resolution 

Issues  I.B.s 

District  Coordinators  were  added  to  the  OSO 
screening  team  on  December  6,  1994,  by  I.B. 
OR-94-539, -Change  1.   Each  District  Coordinator 
is  sent  information  concerning  plan 
implementation,  especially  involving  project 
review  or  issue  clarification.    Examples  of  project 
submissions  and/or  updates  on  processes  or 
issues  should  be  available  through  that  source. 
The  coordinators  are  also  a  sounding  board  for 
issues  being  submitted.   They  provide  an 
opportunity  for  people  to  work  on  task  groups  or 
as  consensus  checks. 

Experience  to  date: 

Projects  submitted  to  the  OSO  have  rarely  been 
complete  enough  to  send  directly  to  the  REO. 
Partly,  this  has  resulted  from  needing  to  move 
projects  before  supporting  documents  or  analysis 
has  been  accomplished  or  REO  process  pathways 
not  fully  developed  are  known.  The  proposed 
project,  watershed  analysis,  initial  LSR 
assessment,  an  EA,  and  a  biological  opinion  are 
normal  supporting  documents  for  proposed 
projects  requiring  REO  LSR  review. 

Issues  and  questions  should  be  sent  as  soon  as 
"finding"  has  been  developed. 

•       LSR  Committee  Review 

Proposal  in  the  LSR;  not  exempt  from 

review. 

Proposal  addresses  objective  and  "how" 

proposal  will  reach  objective. 

Clear  rationale. 

Types  of  information  which  may  be 

required  include  (February  2,  1 995,  LSR 

process  draft): 

Cover  letter  summarizing  what  is 
being  asked. 

Citation  and  listing  of  S&Gs  relative 
to  the  issue  and  the  agency's 
finding  of  (and  rationale  for) 
proposal  consistency  with 
appropriate  S&Gs. 
Detailed  description  of  the  proposal 
including  who,  what,  when,  where,  and 
why,  with  the  necessary  background 
information  to  provide  context  for  the 
question  and  proposal;  the  type  of 
information  normally  found  in  an  EA 
although  a  completed  EA  is  not 
required. 
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Results  of  consultation  with  the  FWS 

and/or  NMFS,  if  available. 

Description  of  the  proposal  benefits  in 

the  context  of  the  S&G  objectives  or, 

where  applicable,  other  ecosystem  or 

social  benefits. 

Maps  and  other  supporting  documents. 

LSR  initial  assessment. 

Results  of  coordination  with  other 

affected  landowners/agencies. 

Information  from  watershed  analysis,  if 

available. 

Contact  person  for  questions. 

•  RMC  Review 

In  response  to  the  Medford  Spotted 
Owl/Silviculture  Project  (November  2,  1994): 
"The  RMC  identified  four  areas  that  were  the 
focus  of  its  review.    Information  from  these 
areas  can  contribute  to  a  recommendation  to 
continue,  modify  or  cancellation  of  the 
research." 

"The  four  areas  are: 

1 )  The  degree  to  which  the  research 
represents  credible  science. 

2)  The  potential  contribution  to  the 
science  knowledge  needed  to 
implement  the  [Northwest]  Forest 
Plan  (ROD). 

3)  Assessment  of  alternative 
approaches  or  modifications  that 
would  be  consistent  with  the 
S&G's. 

4)  Assessment  of  the  impacts  and 
future  risks:   a)  from  violating  the 
S&G's,  b)  on  the  research  of 
conforming  to  S&G's,  and  c)  the 
prior  research  results  and 
investments  from  ending  the 
project." 

Following  REO  review,  projects  and  issues  follow 
slightly  different  paths: 

•  Project  case  file  communication  is  mostly 
between  the  OSO  and  the  submitting 
district.   If  the  project  is  a  "model,"  it  will  be 
"carbon  copied"  to  coordinators  in  the  other 
districts. 

When  the  REO  determines  conformance 
or  nonconformance,  they  write  to  the 
agency  (OSO)  and  inform  them  of  their 
review.   The  OSO  forwards  the  decision 
to  the  submitting  district  and  to  all  the 
District  Coordinators. 
When  the  project  is  not  consistent  but 
the  proposal  has  merit  because  it  better 
accomplishes  the  NFP  objectives,  the 


project  (with  a  recommendation)  goes  to 

the  RIEC  for  approval. 

If  the  REO  determines  that  more 

information  is  needed  to  make  a  finding, 

the  request  will  be  returned  to  the  OSO 

or  the  submitting  district  with  a  request 

for  additional  information. 

If  the  project  does  not  require  review  or 

qualifies  for  an  exemption,  it  will  be 

returned  with  an  explanation. 

•  For  issue  case  files,  the  communication  is  to 
all  districts  through  an  I.B. 

Proposals  requesting  interpretation  are 
reviewed  by  the  committee  and  returned 
to  the  OSO.   (This  is  normally  a  longer 
process  and  requires  weeks  to  months 
and/or  RIEC  consensus.) 
The  OSO  sends  out  the  policy  memo  to 
districts  through  the  District  Manager 
and  District  Coordinator  as  an  I.B. 

•  "Ghost  issues"  are  normally  informal  issues 
that  are  handled  between  individuals. 

OSO  IRT  work  has  included: 

Facilitating  a  successful  conclusion; 

interpreting  REO  answers  is  a  major  part 

of  the  process. 

Filling  data  gaps  for  project  submittal. 

Attending  REO  meetings  for 

clarifications  on  intent  and  situations  on 

the  ground. 

Getting  determination  information  back 

to  the  districts. 

Tracking  decisions  that  affect  project 

submissions  and  processes  to  be  used. 

Analysis  of  issue  impacts;  sending  out 

official  BLM  information/instructions. 

Interpretation  of  answers 

Corrections  of  any  slip-ups  in 

communication/information/instructions. 

Practicing  adaptive  management. 

Processing  periods  (time  element)  -  plan  for  5 
weeks  -  hope  for  less. 

•  Week  1  -  Submit  to  OSO  for  logging  and 
REO  notification  of  project;  OSO  initial 
review  of  documentation;  specialist 
notification/assignment;  FS  IRT  cross  check; 
transmittal  to  REO  for  committee 
assignment. 

•  Week  2  -  Committee  assignment  and  initial 
committee  meeting;  specialist  analysis. 

•  Week  3  -  Processing  findings;  alternatives, 
concerns,  clarifications. 
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•  Week  4  -  Committee  recommendation  on 
S&Gs:    conformance  or  non-conformance 
(but  with  merit?). 

•  Week  5  -  REO  approval  or  recommendation 
to  RIEC;  REO  communication  to  OSO  and 
submitting  group. 

Other  comments: 

•  Communication  between  IRT  and  REO  is 
good.   Specific  project  information  flow  is 
good,  but  current  issues  of  concern  or 
interagency  issues  are  catch  as  catch  can. 
The  information  flow  from  the  REO  to 
districts  has  been  spotty. 

•  Coordination  and  review  by  the  OSO  staff 
happens  on  an  as-needed  basis  and  is  often, 
catch  as  catch  can. 

For  all  staff,  this  assignment  is  just  one  of 
many.   This  leads  to  conflicts  in  attending 
meetings  and  completing  cases.   No  one 
individual  is  dedicated  to  this  responsibility 
full  time.   The  IRT  is  struggling  with  whether 
members  should  be  technical  experts  or 
process  experts.   Most  people  involved  are 
technical  experts. 

•  Questions  have  been  easier  to  develop  than 
answers. 

Questions  have  had  either  "instant" 
answers  or  have  been  very  difficult  to 
answer. 


PCT  in  LSRs  no  longer  requires 
OSO/REO  review  (April  1995);  but 
documents  best  be  completed  prior  to 
beginning  work. 

Development  of  emergency  action 
project  notification  process. 

Communication  between  BLM  and  FS  has 
been  up  and  down  -  mostly  due  to  BLM/FS 
communication  networks  not  being 
compatible. 

Receive  about  20  issues  a  week. 
Interactive  database  not  totally  up  and 
running  between  OSO  and  District 
Coordinators;  electronic  submittal  and 
response  critical. 

Other  agency  projects/issues  need  a 
better  process  to  be  effectively 
communicated.    Electronic 
communication  between  BLM  and  FS 
IRTs  was  lost  in  December  1994  and 
not  recovered  until  April  1995. 

Answers  are  taking  too  long  to  deliver. 
Resolution  of  issues  has  a  low  priority  until  a 
crisis  occurs. 

Submission  of  complete  proposals  should 
include  project  proposal  description, 
watershed  analysis  as  needed,  initial  LSR 
assessment  as  needed,  risk  assessment  or 
EA  (draft  is  best),  and  several  acceptable 
alternative  actions.   Study  plans  for 
continuing  and  proposed  research  continue 
as  a  critical  need. 


The  S&Gs  and  REO  processes  are  mostly 
beyond  BLM's  control.   Often  our  answers 
are  not  what  the  field  people  want  to  hear. 

Issue  resolution  and  changes  in  S&Gs  take 
place,  but  they  take  time! 

A  crisis  due  to  "natural  events"  gets 

emergency  action. 

Issues  due  to  planning  are  usually  a 

management  problem  -  being  human. 

The  REO  continues  to  develop  an 
interagency  action  plan  that  includes 
developing  the  processes  and  procedures 
necessary  to  meet  ROD  requirements  for 
Forest  Plan  implementation: 

LSR  review  process  continues  in  draft 
form  -  first  copies  were  made  in 
August  1 994,  redrafted,  continue  in 
draft  form  to  date. 

Initial  LSR  assessments  are  no  longer  a 
"review"  document  (as  of  March  1995). 


IRT  needs  to  do  a  better  job  of  following  the 
established  procedures  and  keeping  in  touch 
with  the  staff  who  have  sent  in  issues 
(confirmation,  case  manager  contracts, 
updates  of  processing).   Some  people  feel 
when  they  send  an  issue  in,  it  goes  into  a 
black  hole. 

Library  of  electronic  case  histories  of 

projects  remains  a  dream. 

Electronic  submittal  of  cover  sheets, 
projects,  and  supporting  materials  would 
need  to  occur  for  such  a  library  to 
function.    Electronic  coversheets  and 
OSO  findings  are  currently  available. 

The  feedback  loop  takes  more  time  and 
interdisciplinary  effort  than  handling  the 
incoming  issues.  Again,  electronic 
processing  is  critical  for  rapid  response.  The 
library  is  pretty  bare. 
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FY  1996/FY  1997  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED  AT  THE 
WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  not  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Question:   I  have  heard  that 
modification  of  riparian  reserve  widths, 
something  other  than  SAT,  requires 
REO  review.   I  did  not  read  that  in  the 
ROD.  Why  would  anyone  go  to  the 
REO  with  a  question  when  it  is  not 
required? 


Response/Action:   Modification  of  riparian  reserve 
widths  does  not  trigger  an  REO  review. 
Proposals/decisions  to  revise  riparian  reserve 
widths  is  a  result  of  watershed  analysis  and  the 
NEPA  process.   Watershed  analysis  is  a 
monitoring  issue;  the  RMC  used  a  peer  review 
process  to  analyze  the  pilot  watershed  analyses 
as  part  of  their  monitoring  function.    Specific 
monitoring  protocols,  criteria,  goals,  and 
reporting  formats  are  being  developed  for  the 
S&Gs  -  subject  to  review  and  guidance  by  the 
REO.   S&G  E-2 

Projects  in  areas  that  require  watershed  analysis 
prior  to  approval  (key  watersheds  and  riparian 
reserves)  will  be  reviewed  to  ensure  consistency 
with  the  S&Gs  (ROD»56).   BLM  assumes  review 
is  done  locally  and  that  the  review  will  be 
affirmed  under  implementation  monitoring. 

Most  REO  riparian  reserve  concerns  are 
clarifications  of  definitions  and  issues.  The  ROD 
addresses  hydrological  issues  fairly  well  but  is  not 
as  clear  about  riparian  reserve  functions  for 
connectivity,  retention  of  habitats,  and  survey 
and  manage.    (See  list  on  page  E-21) 

A  proposal  to  formally  exempt  minor  activities  in 
riparian  reserves  from  watershed  analysis  is  being 
addressed  by  the  IAC. 

Issues  are  generally  sent  through  the  REO  for 
consistency  determination  and  to  develop  an 
administrative  record.   The  OSO  often  "shares" 
information  of  mutual  concern  with  the  FS  IRT 
and  the  REO.   Interagency  cooperation  and 
information  sharing  should  build  up  the  trust 
necessary  to  operate  under  ecosystem 
management  and  the  NFP.   Letting  the  REO,  and 
other  concerned  agencies,  know  when  BLM  plans 
to  take  emergency  action  or  controversial  action 
alerts  interagency  and  intergovernmental 
representatives.   A  specific  case  has  occurred 


where  BLM  determined  that  emergency  action 
must  take  place  within  riparian  areas  without  a 
watershed  analysis. 

A  notification  to  the  REO  alerts  them  and  lays 
groundwork  for  the  action,  which  may  not  be 
consistent  with  the  S&Gs  but  has  merit  because 
(1)  it  is  likely  to  make  a  significant  contribution 
toward  achieving  the  goals  and  objectives,  or  (2) 
it  better  accomplishes  the  NFP  objectives. 

Proposals  which  the  REO  determines  are  not 
consistent,  but  have  merit,  can  be  recommended 
as  an  exception  to  the  S&Gs;  or  in  some  cases, 
the  S&Gs  can  be  changed.   Such  exceptions  or 
changes  would  normally  need  to  be  carried 
forward  in  the  NEPA  documentation. 


Quesi 


:he  issue  resolution 


Response/Action:  The  coordinator  works  with  a 
team  of  potentially  16  specialists.   Normally, 
two-to-four  of  the  specialists  are  involved  in  the 
project  case  and  provide  a  portion  of  the  findings. 
Issues  or  projects  raising  issues  often  involve  a 
meeting  of  two-to-four  specialists,  consultation 
with  REO  personnel  or  research  scientists,  and 
consultation  with  management.    Improvement  is 
always  possible. 

Summary  of  how  a  proiect(s)  becomes  a  case 
file.     Normally  within  the  same  day  a 
project/issue  is  submitted,  it  is  logged  into  the 
OSO  database;  and  the  appropriate  specialist  is 
notified  and  presented  with  a  district-supplied 
summary  of  the  project/issue.  A  check  is  also 
run  on  prior  submittals  and  to  see  if  there  are  any 
similar  FS  projects.  Additional  information  needs 
are  often  identified  at  this  time.   A  phone  call  to 
the  originator  takes  place  usually  by  the  specialist 
involved  in  writing  the  findings;  a  check  is  made 
for  glitches;  and  the  critical  timing  for  project 
implementation  is  determined.  The  project  is 
then  sent  through  management  for  review  of  the 
specialist's  findings  and  the  signing  of  the  cover 
memorandum  to  the  REO. 

See  attached  IRT  lists. 
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/SSUE  RESOLUTION  TEAM 


Salem 

Chuck  Hawkins 

Natural  Resources  Specialist 

8-503-315-5907 

fax  8-503-375-7742 

Eugene 

Don  Wilbur 

Natural  Resources  Specialist 

8-503-683-6994 

fax  8-503-683-6981 

Roseburg 

Phil  Hall 

Environmental  Coordinator 

8-503-440-4930  x242 

fax  8-503-440-4948 

Medford 

Paul  Kangas 

Division  of  Resources 

8-503-770-2252 

fax  8-503-770-2400 

Coos  Bay 

Robert  Gunther 

Natural  Resources  Specialist 

8-503-756-9300  x295 

fax  8-503-756-9303 

Lakeview 

Larry  Frazier 

8-503-947-6164 

fax  8-503-947-2143 

Ukiah-Arcata  R.A. 

Hank  Harrison 

Paul  Roush  (Wildlife) 

8-707-825-2300 

8-707-825-2300 

Oregon  State 
Office 

Larry  Larsen  IOR-931)             forestry 
Liang  Hsin  (OR-931)                      genetics 
Nancy  Anderson  (OR-931)       timber  mgt 
Barbara  Hill  (OR-931)       T&E/sp  stat  spp 
John  Styduhar  (OR-943)                    roads 
Duane  Dippon  (OR-933)                       GIS 
Erick  Campbell  (OR-931)        birds/wildlife 
Pete  Teensma  (OR-932)          fire  ecology 
Ron  Wiley  (OR-931)                      fisheries 
Jim  Alegria  (OR-933)                 monitoring 
Bob  Alverts  (OR-931)                    research 
Cheryl  McCaffrey  (OR-931)  survey  &  mgt 
Jerry  Magee  (OR-933)                NEPA/WA 
Nancy  Ketrenos  (OR-932)             minerals 

8-503-952-6080 

-952-6079 
-952-6072 
-952-6052 
-952-6454 
-952-6514 
-952-6382 
-326-2968 
-952-6418 
-952-6090 
-952-6357 
-326-6272 
-952-6086 
-952-6044 
fax  8-503-952-6021 

Regional 
Ecosystem  Office 

Debbie  Pietrzak 

BLM  Representative 

8-503-326-6273 

fax  8-503-326-6282 

FS  Regional  Office 
IRT  Coordinator 

Joyce  Ulbrich 

Natural  Resource  Planner 

8-503-326-5817 

fax  8-503-326-7742 
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NFP  REGIONAL  ECOSYSTEM  IMPLEMENTATION  TEAM 


BLM  OSO  Implementation  Review  Team  (IRT)  (Core  Team) 

Larry  Larsen  (OR-931) 

Coordinator/Silviculture 

503-952-6080 

fax  503-952-6021 

Liang  Hsin  (OR-931) 

Coordinator/Genetics 

-952-6079 

Nancy  Anderson  (OR-931) 

Timber  Management 

-952-6072 

Barbara  Hill  (OR-931) 

T&E/Wildlife 

-952-6052 

Ron  Wiley  (OR-931) 

Fisheries 

-952-6418 

Duane  Dippon  (OR-933) 

GIS/Data 

-952-6014 

John  Styduhar  (OR-943) 

Access/Roads 

-952-6454 

Jim  Alegria  (OR-933) 

Monitoring 

-952-6090 

Cheryl  McCaffrey  (OR-931) 

Survey  &  Manage 

-952-6050 

Bob  Alverts  (OR-931) 

Research 

-952-6357 

Clif  Fanning  (OR-932) 

Soils 

-952-6053 

Erick  Campbell  (OR-931) 

Birds/Wildlife 

-952-6382 

Bill  Brookes  (OR-932) 

Hydrology 

-952-6054 

Jerry  Magee  (OR-933) 

NEPA/Watershed  Analysis 

-952-6086 

Hugh  Barrett  (OR-931) 

Watershed  Restoration 

-952-6051 

Nancy  Ketrenos  (OR-932) 

Minerals 

-952-6044 

Pete  Teensma  (OR-932) 

Fire  Ecology 

-326-2968 

Joe  Lint  (OR-931) 

Owls/Habitat/Sect.  7 

-440-4930 

-440-4948 

Regional  Ecosystem  Office 

Don  Knowles 

Executive  Director 

503-326-6265 

fax  503-326-6282 

Debbie  Pietrzak 

BLM  Representative 

-326-6273 

FS  Implementation  Review  Team 

(IRT) 

Joyce  Ulbrich 

R06A 

503-326-5817 

fax  503-326-7742 

Tom  Hussey 

R06A 

-326-3589 

REO  Committees: 

Late  Successional  Reserve 

Dave  Powers 

EPA 

503-326-6271 

fax  503-326-6282 

Erick  Campbell 

BLM  OR-931 

-952-6382 

-952-6021 

Ken  Denton/Phil  Mattson 

FS 

-326-3602 

-326-2469 

Information 

Duane  Dippon-GIS 

BLM  (OR-933) 

503-952-6014 

fax  503-952-6021 

Chris  Cadwell-Data  Stand. 

BLM  (OR-933) 

-952-6085 

-952-6021 

Chris  Hamilton 

REO 

-326-7133 

-326-6282 

Kath  Collier-Bulletin  Board 

BLM  (OR-955) 

-952-6125 

-952-6419 

Research  and  Monitoring 

Dan  McKenzie 

EPA 

503-326-6250 

fax  503-326-6282 

Jim  Alegria 

BLM  OR-933 

-952-6090 

-952-6021 

Mark  Lawrence 

BLM  Salem 

-375-5642 

-375-5622 

John  Tappeiner 

NBS 

-750-7359 

-750-7329 

Ed  Starkey 

NBS 

-737-2056 

-750-7329 

Adaptive  Mgmt  Areas 

Jay  Watson 

FWS 

503-326-6265 

fax  503-326-6282 

Larry  Larsen 

BLM  OR-931 

-952-6080 

-952-6021 

Survey  and  Manage 

Cheryl  McCaffrey 

BLM  OR-931 

503-326-6272 

fax  503-326-6282 

Watershed  Analysis  Coord. 

Jerry  Magee 

BLM  OR-933 

503-952-6086 

fax  503-952-6021 

National  Biological  Service 

Mike  Collopy 

503-750-7330 

fax  503-750-7329 

John  Tappeiner 

-750-7359 

-750-7329 

Ed  Starkey 

-737-2056 

-750-7329 

Management 

Mike  Crouse 

BLM  OR-931 

503-952-6068 

fax  503-952-6021 

Bill  Bradley 

BLM  OR-930 

-952-6056 

-952-6021 

Elaine  Zielinski 

BLM  State  Director 

-952-6026 

-952-6390 

Public  Relations 

Forest  Plan  Implementation  Workshop 


Page  71 


Question:  Two  site-potential  trees  art 
two  times  the  minimum  widths 
prescribed  in  the  REO  for  intermittent 
streams.  The  riparian  reserves  are 
wider  than  those  on  which  the  trim 
plus  runs  were  done.   Will  the 
PSQ/ASQ  be  modified? 


Response:   In  the  summer  of  1 994,  each  district 
estimated  riparian  reserves  based  on  sample 
sections.   A  significant  change  (13%)  in  PSQ 
between  the  SEIS  ROD  (243  MMBF)  and  the  RMP 
(21 1  MMBF)  was  based  on  post-April  1994 
revised  riparian  reserves.    Please  check  with  your 
inventory  specialists  on  how  this  was  handled 
within  your  SYU. 

There  are  portions  of  the  matrix  that  were 
predicted  to  have  few  acres  operationally 
available  outside  of  riparian  reserves.   This  will  be 
a  major  subject  for  the  implementation  monitoring 
now  being  developed  by  the  RMC  work  group. 

Action:   Implementation  data  should  be  gathered 
verifying  the  assumption  made  in  calculation  of 
the  PSQ. 


Question: 
reviews  by 
i.e.,  timber 
Woods? 


sales/projects/ JoDs*tn*tne- 


Response/Action:   Yes,  please  batch  submissions 
to  the  REO.  The  Areata  R.A.  batched  their 
density  management  projects;  and  the  Eugene 
District  batched  their  Jobs-in-the-Woods,  density 
management,  and  commercial  thinning  projects 
for  the  Wolf  Creek  watershed  restoration  area. 


format  Is  not  aj 
EA. 


uussiion.    win  ine  ntu  entertai 
programmatic  level  revision 
considerations  for  the  S&Gs  at  1 
province  level? 


Response/Action:  Yes.   The  ROD  speaks  to 
possible  programmatic  level  changes  in  S&Gs  for 
coarse  woody  debris,  etc.   That  is  part  of  the 
adaptive  management  concept.   Issues/concerns 
should  be  sent  to  the  REO  with  options  and 
rationale,  and  recommendations  for  adaption  to 
regional  provincial  conditions.   C-40  models 
should  be  developed  for  groups  of  plant 
association  and  stand  types. 


Response/Action:   Initial  LSR  assessments  can 
either  be  stand  alone  (best)  or  part  of  other 
documents.     It  is  highly  desirable  that  the 
document  be  closely  coordinated  with  watershed 
analysis.   A  focused  initial  LSR  could  be  a  part  of 
an  EA.   On  the  other  hand,  the  Siskiyou  National 
Forest  did  a  whole  Southwest  Oregon  Province 
Prototype.  The  Klamath  Ranger  District  did  a 
partial  LSR  assessment,  and  the  review  criticized 
it  because  the  assessment  ended  at  the  National 
Forest  line  between  two  Forests. 

At  this  point,  BLM  has  been  looking  for  the 
needed  information,  not  where  and  in  which 
document  it  is  located.   For  specific  projects,  a 
focused  watershed  analysis  and  an  initial  LSR 
assessment  have  been  a  part  of  the  decision 
record,  or  EA. 

A  management  assessment  should  be  prepared 
for  each  large  LSR  (or  group  of  smaller  LSRs) 
before  habitat  management  activities  are 
designed  and  implemented  (C-1 1).   In  the  short 
term  (FYs  1994-96),  projects  may  proceed  using 
assessments  done  at  a  level  of  detail  sufficient  to 
assess  whether  activities  are  consistent  with  the 
objectives  of  the  LSR  reserve.  The  environmental 
effects  of  this  initial  implementation  must 
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demonstrate  a  benefit  to  the  LSR  habitat 
conditions  and  are  subject  to  REO  review. 

Like  interim  watershed  analyses,  the  initial  LSR 
assessment  should  be  focused  on  the  significant 
effects  from  the  proposed  activity.    In  the  initial 
implementation  of  the  decision,  "certain  interim 
procedures"  are  being  used  in  order  to  make 
project  decisions  with  reasonable  promptness; 
these  procedures  do  not  preclude  long-term 
options  or  impair  the  resources  to  be  protected. 

We  are  not  waiting  for  the  proper  "document"  in 
most  cases.   We  are  looking  for  documentation 
of  thoughts  and  information  that  forms  a  logical 
conclusion.  The  best  project  is  one  that  is  the 
product  of  logical  process,  rather  than  the  result 
from  a  justifying  process.   Watershed  analysis, 
LSR  assessment,  EA,  silviculture  prescription,  and 
analysis  of  management  opportunities  -  all  are 
part  of  the  logic  train. 


In  the  short  term,  the  goal  of  wildfire  suppression 
is  to  limit  the  size  of  fires. 

The  REO  LSR  Committee  is  currently  determining 
what  criteria  are  needed  for  an  adequate 
document.   The  FS  is  currently  working  on  a 
prototype  LSR  assessment  and  fire  plan; 
Pete  Teensma  is  part  of  that  team.   The  IRT 
coordinator  sent  out  a  proposed  skeleton  fire 
management  plan  in  March. 


Question:  When  submitting  a  research 
proposal  in  a  LSR,  what  is  considered 
adequate  documentation? 
■      initial  LSR  assessment  identifying 
information  needs 


Ian 


rehabilitation  plan 


Question:   How  will  fire  plan 
requirements  for  LSRs  be  handled? 


Response/Action:  A  fire  management  plan  is 
required  as  part  of  the  management  assessment 
for  LSRs  (C-1 1).   Fire  suppression  and  orevention 
within  LSRs  is  addressed  under  C-1 7.    it  says 
that  fire  management  planning  will  be  part  of  the 
watershed  analysis.   Until  a  fire  management  plan 
has  been  completed  for  LSRs,  wildfire  is  to  be 
suppressed  to  avoid  the  loss  of  habitat  in  order  to 
maintain  future  management  options. 

"In  LSR,  a  specific  fire  management  plan  will  be 
prepared  prior  to  any  hsbitat  manipulation 
activities.   The  plan,  prepared  during  watershed 
analysis  or  as  an  element  of  province  planning  or 
a  LSR  assessment,  should  specify  how  hazard 
reduction  and  other  prescribed  fire  applications 
will  meet  the  objectives  of  the  LSR." 

In  all  LSRs,  watershed  analysis  will  provide 
information  to  determine  the  amount  of  coarse 
woody  debris  to  be  retained  when  applying 
prescribed  fire. 

The  Warner  Creek  fire  had  a  fire  plan  that 
actively  provided  fuel  breaks,  includir.      haded 
fuel  breaks,  to  meet  future  fire  protect  »n 
requirements.   The  LSRs  allow  proactiva  fire 
protection  based  on  watershed  analysis  or  the 
LSR  plan. 


Response/Action:  The  REO  reviews  research 
proposals  in  LSRs  within  two  committees: 
Research  and  Monitoring  (RMC)  and  LSR. 

•  RMC  Review 

In  response  to  Medford's  ongoing  research 
project  (November  2,  1994):   "The  RMC 
identified  four  areas  that  were  the  focus  of 
its  review.   Information  from  these  areas  can 
contribute  to  a  recommendation  to  continue, 
modify  or  cancellation  of  the  research." 

"The  four  areas  are: 

1 )  The  degree  to  which  the  research 
represents  credible  science. 

2)  The  potential  contribution  to  the 
science  knowledge  needed  to 
implement  the  [Northwest]  Forest 
Plan  (ROD). 

3)  Assessment  of  alternative 
approaches  or  modifications  that 
would  be  consistent  with  the 
S&G's. 

4)  Assessment  of  the  impacts  and 
future  risks:   a)  from  violating  the 
S&G's,  b)  on  the  research  of 
conforming  to  S&G's,  and  c)  the 
prior  research  results  and 
investments  from  ending  the 
project." 

•  LSR  Review 

For  proposals  in  LSRs,  address  "how"  the 
proposal  will  reach  the  objectives,  as  well  as 
what  the  objectives  are.   Clear  rationale. 
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Types  of  information  which  may  be  required 
include  (February  2,  1995,  LSR  process 
draft): 

Cover  letter  summarizing  what  is  being 

asked. 

Citation  and  listing  of  S&Gs  relative  to 

the  issue  and  the  agency's  finding  of 

(and  rationale  for)  proposal  consistency 

with  appropriate  S&Gs. 

Detailed  description  of  the  proposal 

including  who,  what,  when,  where,  and 

why,  with  the  necessary  background 

information  to  provide  context  for  the 

question  and  proposal;  the  type  of 

information  normally  found  in  an  EA 

although  a  completed  EA  is  not 

required. 

Results  of  consultation  with  the  FWS 

and/or  NMFS,  if  available. 

Description  of  the  proposal  benefits  in 

the  context  of  the  S&G  objectives  or, 

where  applicable,  other  ecosystem  or 

social  benefits. 

Maps  and  other  supporting  documents. 

LSR  initial  assessment. 

Results  of  coordination  with  other 

affected  landowners/agencies. 

Information  from  watershed  analysis,  if 

available. 

Contact  person  for  questions. 

Questions  should  be  asked  as  soon  as  sufficient 
information  is  available  to  identify  what  is  being 
proposed  and  to  support  a  finding  of  consistency. 
The  REO  is  interested  in  avoiding,  to  the  extent 
possible,  expenditures  for  planning  projects  that 
will  turn  out  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  S&Gs. 
Projects  or  proposals  with  insufficient  data  to 
assess  consistency  with  the  S&Gs  or  objectives 
will  be  returned. 


Question:   Do  unmapped  Late- 
Successional  Reserves,  such  as  the 
100-  Acre  Owl  Activity  Centers,  need  a 


area  will  be  designed  to  reduce  risks  of  natural 
disturbance."   Management  around  OACs  will  be 
designed  to  reduce  risks  of  natural  disturbance 
(C-45).   The  assumption  is  that  these 
assessments  will  be  developed  subsequent  to 
watershed  analysis;  or  if  focused  as  a  stand 
alone,  they  will  be  developed  to  facilitate  a 
project  closely  coordinated  with  a  watershed 
analysis. 

Management  of  unmapped  LSRs  is  best  described 
under  S&Gs  for  the  Managed  LSRs.   A 
management  assessment  should  be  prepared 
before  habitat  manipulation  activities  are 
designed  and  implemented.   The  objectives  for 
these  areas  would  be  to  maintain  an  amount  of 
suitable  habitat  equal  to  that  needed  for  these 
protected  species.   The  location  of  this  acreage 
may  change  through  time  as  management  is 
rotated  through  the  area.   Assessments  should  be 
addressed  during  watershed  analysis. 

Areas  reserved  as  "unmapped  LSRs"  seem  to 
have  expanded  from  those  areas  specifically 
listed. 

Unmapped  LSRs  specifically  include: 

all  LS/OG  1  s  and  2s  within  Marbled 

Murrelet  Zone  1 

around  occupied  marbled  murrelet  sites 

1 00  acres  around  known  spotted  OACs 

Protection  buffers 

Great  grey  owl  areas 

Other  areas  that  may  be  managed  as  "Managed 

LSRs"  include: 

15%  late-successional  areas  within  each 
watershed 

connectivity/diversity  blocks  that  retain 
25-30%  of  each  block  in  late- 
successional  forest  at  any  point  in  time 
all  stream  riparian  reserves 

This  issue,  particularly  in  relation  to  great  grey 
owls,  is  currently  being  reviewed  by  the  REO 
solicitor. 


Response/Action:   Before  habitat  management 
activities  are  designed  and  implemented  within  or 
near  a  LSR,  a  management  assessment  is  to  be 
prepared  for  each  LSR  (or  group  of  smaller  LSRs) 
(C-1 1 ).   C-3  addresses  unmapped  LSRs;  for 
known  spotted  owl  activity  centers  (OACs),  it 
states  that  "Timber  management  activities  within 
the  1 00-acre  should  comply  with  management 
guidelines  for  LSRs.   Management  around  this 


Question:   In  doing  prescribed 
underburning  in  the  Klamath  Falls  R.A. 
do  we  need  to  consult  with  the  REO  ir 
case  fire  damages  LSRs  or  MLSRs  (or 
unmapped  LSRs)? 


Response/Action:   Yes,  a  LSR  fire  management 
plan  should  be  developed  when  near  LSRs.   Each 
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LSR  will  be  included  in  fire  management  planning 
as  part  of  watershed  analysis  (C-17). 

Fire  and  fuels  management  in  the  matrix  should 
reduce  the  risk  of  fire  and  other  large-scale 
disturbances  that  would  jeopardize  the  reserves 
(B-8).   In  riparian  reserves,  the  goal  of  wildfire 
suppression  is  to  limit  the  size  of  all  fires.   When 
watershed  and/or  landscape  analysis,  or  province- 
level  plans  are  completed  and  approved,  some 
natural  fires  may  be  allowed  to  burn  under 
prescribed  conditions  (C-36). 

A  fire  management  plan  should  be  developed  as 
part  of  watershed  analysis.   When  that  analysis 
includes  LSRs,  MLSRs,  and  UMLSRs,  a 
management  assessment  should  be  made  that 
includes  suppression  and  prevention.   The 
management  of  each  silvicultural  treatment, 
including  fire,  inside  reserves  is  subject  to  REO 
review.   Each  LSR  will  include  a  fire  management 
plan  as  part  of  the  watershed  analysis  (C-17). 
Until  a  fire  management  plan  has  been  completed 
for  LSRs,  wildfire  is  to  be  suppressed  to  avoid  the 
loss  of  habitat  in  order  to  maintain  future 
management  options. 

In  Klamath  Falls'  case,  wildfire  risk  reduction 
efforts  are  encouraged  by  the  guidelines  to 
reduce  the  risks  of  large-scale  disturbance  (C-12). 
FEMAT  says  that  "any  plan  to  protect  late- 
successional/old  growth  forest  in  these  areas 
must  include  careful  consideration  of  fire 
management."    (Appendix  V-A/1 00) 

Under  the  LSR  management  assessment  (C-1 1), 
it  states  that  "only  in  unusual  circumstances 
would  silvicultural  treatment,  including  prescribed 
fire,  precede  preparation  of  this  management 
assessment." 

Within  each  LSR  (or  group  of  LSRs),  "a  specific 
fire  management  plan  will  be  prepared  prior  to 
any  habitat  manipulation  activities.   This  plan, 
prepared  during  watershed  analysis  or  as  an 
element  of  province-level  planning  or  a  LSR 
assessment,  should  specify  how  hazard  reduction 
and  other  prescribed  fire  applications  will  meet 
the  objectives  of  the  LSR.   Until  the  plan  is 
approved,  proposed  activities  will  be  subject  to 
review  by  the  REO.    In  all  LSRs,  watershed 
analysis  will  provide  information  to  determine  the 
amount  of  coarse  woody  debris  to  be  retained 
when  applying  prescribed  fire."   C-1 8 

LSR  assessments  are  subject  to  review  by  the 
REO. 


The  plan,  prepared  during  watershed  analysis  or 
initial  LSR  assessment,  specifies  how  hazard 
reduction  and  other  prescribed  fire  applications 
will  meet  LSR  objectives.    Until  the  plan  is 
approved,  proposed  activities  [in  and  near  LSRs] 
will  be  subject  to  review  by  the  REO.   Until  these 
gray  areas  are  cleared  up,  you  should  plan  on  a 
conformance  review;  quite  possibly  these  reviews 
will  be  exempted  in  the  future  as  an 
administrative  record  is  developed.   Watershed 
analysis  also  provides  information  to  determine 
the  amount  of  coarse  woody  debris  to  be 
retained  when  applying  prescribed  fire  within  and 
outside  LSRs.   A  sample  draft  fire  management 
plan  is  available;  Pete  Teensma  is  working  on  the 
FS  team  which  is  developing  an  outline  for  LSR 
fire  plans. 

Management  around  LSRs,  both  mapped  and 
unmapped  such  as  known  OACs,  will  be 
designed  to  reduce  the  risks  of  natural 
disturbance  (C-10).   C-12  addresses  guidelines  to 
reduce  the  risks  of  large-scale  disturbances. 
Certain  risk  management  activities,  if  properly 
planned  and  implemented,  may  reduce  the 
probability  of  these  major  stand-replacing  events. 
Management  activities  designed  to  reduce  risk 
levels  are  encouraged  in  those  LSRs,  even  if  a 
portion  of  the  activities  must  take  place  in 
currently  late-successional  habitat.    Ecological 
processes  (B-3/4)  address  the  potential  for  stand 
replacement  wildfire  and  the  high  risk  to  stability 
of  the  current  stands  reserved  for  late- 
successional  species.   Given  the  low  remaining 
proportion  of  late-successional  ecosystems  in  the 
landscape  at  the  present  time,  these  older  forests 
should  be  protected  from  fire  and  other  stand- 
resetting  disturbances. 

Management  of  Disturbance  Risks  (S&Gs  B-7/8) 
mentions  reintroducing  natural  disturbance,  such 
as  fire,  and  silviculture  treatments  aimed  at 
reducing  the  risk  of  stand  replacement  fires.   It 
mentions  that  fuels  management  in  the  matrix 
can  reduce  the  risk  of  fire  that  could  jeopardize 
the  reserves.   It  also  mentions  that  many 
treatments  may  reduce  the  quality  of  habitat  for 
late-successional  organisms,  and  that  managers 
need  to  seek  a  balanced  approach  while 
protecting  large  areas  of  fire-prone,  late- 
successional  forests. 

As  you  know  in  both  riparian  reserves  and  LSRs, 
the  goal  of  wildfire  suppression  is  to  limit  the  size 
of  all  fires  (C-1 8/36).   When  watershed  analyses 
are  completed,  some  natural  fires  may  be  allowed 
to  burn  under  prescribed  conditions. 
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Question:   A  LSR  assessment  describes 
a  condition  in  which  drought  is  causing 
the  older  types  of  late-successional 
stages  to  revert  to  earlier  serai  stage; 
what  would  be  an  acceptable  process 
or  proposed  solution? 


Response/Action:   A  fundamental  part  of  the  NFP 
is  that  land  allocations  and  management 
prescriptions  vary  by  physiographic  provinces; 
i.e.,  the  drier  provinces  would  be  treated 
differently  from  the  other  physiographic  provinces 
(21).  The  FSEIS  pointed  out  that  research  must 
continue  to  focus  on  the  question  of  how  best  to 
perpetuate  late-successional  forest  ecosystems. 
What  is  a  functional,  interactive,  late- 
successional  and  old-growth  ecosystem?   What  is 
serving  as  habitat  for  late-successional  and  old- 
growth  related  species,  including  the  northern 
spotted  owl?   Is  it  a  natural  outcome?   Should  we 
perpetuate  it  as  a  desirable  outcome? 

FEMAT  IV-5  references  state  that  the  NSO 
Recovery  Team  divided  the  range  of  the  spotted 
owl  into  1 2  provinces  based  on  differences  in 
vegetation,  soils,  geologic  history,  climate,  etc. 
These  factors  resulted  in  broad  scale  differences 
in  soil  development  and  natural  plant 
communities.    In  the  Klamath  Province,  forests 
are  highly  fragmented  by  natural  factors  (poor 
soils,  dry  climate,  wildfire). 

The  watershed  analysis  should  determine  current 
conditions,  what  can  be  retained  utilizing 
protective  measures,  which  areas  are  at  high  risk 
to  stand-replacing  wildfire,  and  the  compatibility 
to  current  land  uses.   In  the  drier  provinces,  fire 
control  has  shifted  the  abundance  of  some 
forests  from  frequent,  low-intensity  fire  types  to 
ones  with  stand-replacing  wildfire  (B-4).  We  now 
have  a  new  late-successional  ecosystem  that  will 
take  extensive  management  and  time  to  revert  to 
the  more  natural/historic  condition. 

Determine  by  watershed  analysis  the  potential  of 
plant  association  groupings  to  provide  owl  or 
other  late-successional  species  habitat.   Within 
designated  LSRs,  determine  ways  of  reducing  the 
risk  of  stand-replacing  fires.   See  Management  of 
Disturbance  Risks  (B-7)  for  suggested  alternatives 
such  as  thinning  middle  canopies  or 
underburning.    Managers  again  need  to  seek  a 
balance  between  the  need  for  reducing  risk  and 
protecting  large  areas  of  fire-prone,  late- 
successional  forests.   At  least  15%  of  those 
community  groupings  should  be  retained, 


especially  if  the  habitat  may  never  really  be  owl 
habitat.   We  need  to  look  at  an  entire 
government-administered  ecosystem  for  a  mix  of 
Douglas-fir  or  other  associates.   Consider  the  tie 
to  province  considerations. 

The  ability  to  manage  LSRs  to  maintain  or 
enhance  old-growth  structure,  diversity,  and 
function,  especially  in  the  dry  provinces  and  in 
young  overstocked  plantations  (where  some 
management  can  protect  and  enhance  old-growth 
conditions)  was  a  strong  point  for  adopting 
Alternative  9. 

The  natural  processes  that  are  essential  for  the 
development  and  maintenance  of  LS/OG  are 
summarized  in  B-2.  The  transition  and  shifting 
gap  phase  seems  to  be  what  is  rapidly  taking 
place  in  low-elevation  southern  Oregon  locations. 
"In  the  drier  provinces  [Oregon  Klamath 
Province],  fire  control  and  timber  harvest  have 
decreased  the  abundance  of  some  types  of  old 
growth,  such  as  ponderosa  pine,  that  are 
dependent  on  frequent,  low  intensity  fires.   .  .  . 
In  some  areas,  the  potential  for  stand-replacing 
wildfire  has  increased,  resulting  in  a  higher  risk  to 
the  stability  of  current  stands  reserved  for  late- 
successional  species." 

Experience  in  applying  silviculture  treatments  for 
LS/OG  objectives  is  limited.   How  to  protect  older 
forests  from  fire  and  at  the  same  time  manage  a 
forest  into  a  sustainable  older  forest  condition 
(with  snags,  logs  on  the  forest  floor,  large  trees, 
and  canopy  gaps),  while  preventing  large-scale 
disturbances  by  fire  and  sustaining  viable  forest 
species  populations,  is  a  challenge.   Whatever 
the  prescriptions,  they  are  expected  to  vary 
within  and  among  stands. 

The  process  for  assessing  the  likelihood  of 
maintaining  a  functional,  interconnected  LS/OG 
ecosystem  seems  to  mimic  that  which  was  done 
for  the  FEMAT  report.   On  page  IV-49,  the  team 
rated  LS/OG  ecosystems  on  three  attributes:   (1) 
abundance  and  ecological  diversity  -  long-term 
potential  in  200-1000  years  to  provide  LS/OG 
(maturation,  transition,  and  shifting  small  gaps 
and  variants);  (2)  long-term  averages  to  maintain 
such  stands  in  mature  conditions;  and  (3)  the 
processes  and  functions  and  their  value  in 
maintaining  species  populations  at  spatial  and 
temporal  scales. 

The  basis  for  the  S&Gs  (B  of  Appendix  A)  is 
included  in  the  ROD  to  clarify  "the  intent  of  the 
standards  and  guidelines  in  order  to  provide 
guidance  for  situations  not  specially  covered  by 
the  standards  and  guidelines."   Forest 
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ecosystems  are  quite  variable  throughout  the 
range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl.   Therefore, 
site-specific  knowledge  of  ecosystems  will  be 
incorporated  into  watershed-level  analysis  and 
integrated  into  plans  (B-1). 

In  LSRs  the  S&Gs  are  designed  to  maintain  late- 
successional  forest  ecosystems  and  protect  them 
from  loss  due  to  large-scale  fire,  insect  and 
disease  epidemics,  and  major  human  impacts. 
The  intent  is  to  maintain  natural  ecosystem 
processes  such  as  gap  dynamics,  .  .  .  insect 
herbivory  and  low-intensity  fires." 

Provincial  management  is  emphasized  under  the 
management  for  disturbance  risk. 
Compartmentalization  of  landscapes  into  units  for 
wildfire  concerns  is  suggested.   Even  some  of 
these  treatments  may  reduce  the  quality  of 
habitat  for  late-successional  organisms.  Thus, 
managers  need  to  seek  a  balanced  approach  that 
reduces  the  risk  of  fire,  while  protecting  large 
areas  of  fire-prone,  late-successional  forests. 

Under  "provide  specified  amounts  of  coarse 
woody  debris  in  matrix  management"  (C-40): 
"Expected  numbers  and  sizes  of  logs  should  be 
developed  for  groups  of  plant  associations  and 
stand  types."   Until  standards  are  developed,  we 
will  apply  the  S&Gs. 

Conflict  in  management  direction  is  quite  real  and 
should  be  played  out  at  the  province  or  landscape 
level.   "Sustaining  late-successional  ecosystems 
in  the  landscape  will  be  best  accomplished 
through  retention  of  existing  areas  of  late- 
successional  forest."  (B-4)  clashes  with  "humans 
have  altered  the  disturbance  regimes. 
Management  may  be  required  to  reintroduce 
natural  disturbance,  such  as  fire,  or  to  minimize 
socially  unacceptable  impacts.   In  Klamath 
Province,  silviculture  aimed  at  reducing  the  risk  of 
stand  replacing  fires  may  be  appropriate.   Density 
reduction  in  mid-level  canopy  layers  by  thinning 
and  underburning  implemented  over  large  areas  is 
suggested"  (B-7). 
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Response/Action:  The  REO  has  proposed  a 
"Management  Information  System"  to  the  IAC. 


The  purpose  of  this  system  is  to  coordinate  and 
integrate  forest  management  actions,  especially 
Jobs-in-the-Woods  projects.   Sharing  information 
and  expectations  should  enhance  the  agency's 
ability  to  determine  which  projects  are  coming  on 
line  and  time-line  the  workloads.   (This  means 
project  progress  reports.) 

Specific  to  REO/OSO  review  process: 

Communications  must  improve.  We  have 
electronic  communication  but  are  not  making 
adequate  use  of  the  medium.    Communication  of 
project  status  outside  the  submitting  office, 
however,  is  near  non-existent  (network  of  other 
offices). 

The  processing  of  projects  is  nearly  routine.   Each 
project  gets  a  case  name  and  is  logged  in 
(electronically);  is  assigned  an  OSO  case  number; 
a  check  of  submitted  materials  is  made;  a 
specialist  check  is  made  of  materials  available;  a 
conference  call  is  usually  made  to  verify 
information;  any  additional  information  requested 
is  logged  in;  and  then  the  date  for  REO  submittal 
is  recorded.  The  most  common  roadblocks  to 
projects  are:   missing  information  such  as 
silvicultural  prescription,  watershed  analysis,  or 
initial  LSR  assessment;  the  status  of  consultation 
with  FWS/NMFS;  or  submissions  appear 
inconsistent  and  need  clarification.   All  of  the 
above  information  is  potentially  available  to  BLM 
offices  electronically,  but  to  date  is  not  on-line 
except  at  the  OSO. 

Electronic  submissions  are  the  key  to  getting 
documents  on-line.   Currently,  we  only  scan  REO 
documents  and  the  decisions.   Outstanding  case 
submissions  have  not  been  electronically  scanned 
to  date. 

Communications  between  the  FS  IRT  and  the 
BLM  IRT  have  gone  through  changes.   The  OSO 
coordinator  had  been  patched  onto  the  DG  line, 
but  now  BLM  can  no  longer  communicate  on-line 
to  FS.  This  is  the  exact  opposite  of  the  situation 
six  months  ago  when  BLM  could  send  messages 
and  documents  to  FS.   Phone  calls  and  in- 
frequent meetings  occur.   Copies  of  FS  case 
studies  are  received  only  after  a  specific  phone 
request  although  consistency  between  FS  and 
BLM  has  been  quite  good. 

Communication  from  the  IRT  occurs  when  there 
is  something  specific  about  a  case  or  issue  to 
communicate.    Managers  are  almost  totally  out  of 
the  loop.  Almost  all  communication  is  between 
the  IRT  coordinator  and  specific  case  contact. 
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There  is  no  newsletter  for  managers  or  field  staff 
to  keep  them  informed  about  ongoing  activities. 

The  staff  who  sent  in  early  issues  should  be 
especially  frustrated  since  some  of  the  questions 
are  still  not  answered.   Some  because  they  are 
difficult  to  answer  and  others  because  they  are 
quite  sensitive  at  interagency  or 
intergovernmental  levels. 


Question;  REO  guidance  (l.M.  OR-95- 
028)  established  the  criteria  for  coarse 
woody  debris  in  the  matrix.  That 
action  basically  modified  the  S&Gs. 
Now  we  will  instruct  the  purchaser 
that  only  logs  with  intact  bark  count, 
so  he  can  remove  the  old  buckskin  chip 
logs  in  the  unit. 

J.M.  OR-95-028  seems  to  go  against 
the  ROCK  The  BO D  says 


that  the  RMC  can  provide  scientific  peer  review 
when  we  propose  such  modification  of  provincial 
or  local  guidelines.   Medford  is  going  through  the 
first  phase  of  this  process  by  inventorying  current 
coarse  woody  debris  on  a  landscape  basis  for 
their  proposed  salvage  program.   They  have  not 
as  yet  recommended  a  change  in  the  S&Gs,  but 
that  may  well  be  a  reasonable  outcome. 

The  following  points  (in  the  form  of  an  l.M.)  will 

be  clarified: 

Appropriate  application  of  the  1 6/20" 
criteria  for  large  end  diameter  as  it 
applies  to  the  linear  feet  requirement; 
Inclusion  of  existing  decay  class  1  and  2 
logs  towards  minimum  linear  feet  totals; 
Necessity  of  pre-sale  inventory  of  down 
woody  debris  to  determine  how  much 
Class  1  and  2  debris  exists  and  how 
much  additional  material  is  needed; 
Requirement  to  retain  and  protect  other 
coarse  woody  debris  already  on  the 
ground  (decay  class  3,  4,  and  5),  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible,  during 
treatment. 


Response/Action:  There  is  nothing  in  l.M.  OR-95- 
028  which  contradicts  the  ROD.  That 
memorandum  was  issued  to  provide  guidance  in 
implementing  the  CWD  requirements  and  was 
reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Research  and 
Monitoring  Committee  (RMC).   However,  after 
districts  began  implementation,  it  became  evident 
that  our  initial  guidance  was  not  capturing  the 
intent  of  the  ROD.   We  are  currently  working 
with  the  districts  to  refine  our  policy  and  will  be 
sending  our  proposed  guidance  to  the  RMC  for 
review. 

The  ROD  is  quite  clear  (C-40)  that  "[cloarse 
woody  debris  already  on  the  ground  should  be 
retained  and  protected  to  the  greatest  extent 
possible  from  disturbance  during  treatment  which 
might  otherwise  destroy  the  integrity  of  the 
substrate."  All  decay  class  3,  4,  and  5  logs 
should  be  reserved  under  our  timber  sale 
contracts.   In  addition,  certain  amounts  of  decay 
class  1  and  2  logs  which  meet  minimum  size 
requirements  must  also  be  reserved. 

Further  C-41  g.  states  that  "As  with  all  standards 
and  guidelines,  these  guidelines  [for  coarse 
woody  debris  in  the  matrix]  are  meant  to  provide 
initial  guidance,  but  further  refinement  will  be 
required  for  specific  geographic  areas.  This  can 
be  accomplished  through  planning  based  on 
watershed  analysis,  and  the  adaptive 
management  process."   We  recommend  further 


Question:  What  are  the  long-tei 
solutions  to  a  never-ending 
inventory/monitoring  demand  or 


Response/Action:   District  Judge  William  Dwyer 
on  December  21,  1994,  wrote   "The  plan 
includes  monitoring  implementation,  verification 
as  to  results,  and  validation  as  to  the  underlying 
assumptions.  The  monitoring  programs  is 
described  in  section  V.   As  written  it  is  legally 
sufficient.    It  remains,  of  course,  to  be  carried 
out.   Monitoring  is  central  to  the  plan's  validity. 
It  is  not  funded,  or  not  done  for  any  reason,  the 
plan  will  be  reconsidered." 

This  is  a  disappointment  for  those  who  think  it 
has  a  start  and  a  finite  end.   Monitoring  is  an 
essential  component  of  natural  resource 
management.   The  implementation  of  the 
monitoring  S&Gs  will  be  monitored. 

The  monitoring  program  will  involve  long-term 
commitment  to  gathering  and  evaluating  data  on 
environmental  conditions  and  management 
implementation.   As  the  RMP  says,  "Timber  sale 
volumes  and  associated  programs  will  be  reduced 
if  annual  funding  is  not  sufficient  to  support  the 
relevant  actions  assumed  in  these  S&Gs." 
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Question:  With  reference  to  the  50- 
mile  marker  and  the  marbled  murrelet. 
Knowing  that  50  miles  is  probably  not 
appropriates 


Response/Action:   The  area  close  to  marine 
environments  associated  with  most  marbled 
murrelet  activity  is  referred  to  as  Marbled 
Murrelet  Zone  1 .   Zone  1  extends  approximately  . 
.  .  35  miles  inland  in  Oregon.  Zone  2  is  defined 
for  survey  purposes  and  does  not  affect  land 
allocation. 

The  remapping  [of  marbled  murrelet  zones]  does 
not  [affect]  LS/OG  reserved  under  LS/OG  1  s  and 
2s.  These  are  LSRs.   "The  boundaries  are  fixed 
regardless  of  the  future  conditions  of  those 
stands." 

The  Biological  Opinion  of  Alternative  9  (SEIS) 
(February  4,  1 994)  made  the  assumption  that 
LSRs  will  retain  reserve  status.    "Reinitiation  of 
this  formal  consultation  is  required  if  new 
information  reveals  effects  of  this  action  that 
may  affect  listed  species  in  a  manner  or  to  an 
extent  not  considered  in  this  biological  opinion." 
(p.  48) 

Monitoring  is  an  important  issue.   We  are 
attempting  through  the  REO  to  define  adequate 
levels  of  monitoring,  implementation,  etc. 

There  are  several  issues/concerns  to  be 
addressed  that  are  outdated  (even  now).  The 
marbled  murrelet  issue  needs  to  be  resolved  at 
the  interagency  level.   The  consultation  and 
coordination  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
for  marbled  murrelet  will  open  as  many  questions 
as  it  solves. 


Question:   ACS  objectives  are  a  goal 
and  may  not  be  possible  to  meet  per 
se.  Can  we  get  clarification  from  the 
SD  that  meeting  the  S&Gs  fully  meets 
the  intent  of  the  ROD.  Endless  EA 
discussions  should  not  be  needed  to 
evaluate  whether  the  S&Gs  in  our 
location  meet  the  goals. 


Response/Action:   A  question  clarifying  the  ACS 
concern  will  be  sent  to  the  REO  for  issue 
clarification. 


Question:   Can  emergency  actions  be 
recognized  explicitly  to  give  managers 
the  confidence  to  act  when  significant 
resources  are  at  risk  by  no  action  or 
delayed  action? 


Response/Action:   Yes.   Such  a  communication  is 
in  process.   Managers  should  be/will  be  given 
flexibility  to  respond  when  significant  resources 
are  at  risk.   An  example  would  be  the  removal  of 
a  mud  slide  that  is  destroying  downstream 
spawning  areas. 


Question:   Under  S&Gs  (C-44),  we  are 
required  to  retain  old-growth  fragments 
where  little  remains.   Do  we  do  this  for 
suitable  habitat  only? 


Question:  Wh 
ONRC  letter? 


f\  siaiewiae  responser 


Response:   Both  the  R0D»34  and  C-44  address 
old-growth  fragment  retention.   The  IRT  has  been 
trying  to  frame  the  questions  and  prepare 
findings  for  submittal  to  the  REO  for  conformance 
review.   So  far,  the  answers  look  like  this: 


Response/Action:   Yes,  if  response  is  required. 


Watershed  analysis  should  identify  the 
federal  forest  landbase  and  the  remaining 
late-successional  patches. 

Identify  ecologically  significant  patches  of 
the  late-successional  forest  by  local 
biological  and  structural  priority.   If  below 
the  15%  threshold,  identify  which  stands 
should  develop  into  late-successional  forest. 
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■  Retention  patch  size  should  exceed 
1  hectare  (2.5  acres). 

■  Identify  plant  association  potential  for 
suitable  spotted  owl  habitat;  identify  15%  of 
that  landbase  for  retention;  and  identify  15% 
of  other  late-successional/old-growth  habitat 
for  retention. 

■  Riparian  areas  should  provide  future  late- 
successional/old-growth  landbase  above  the 
15%  threshold,  but  it  may  not  be  the  most 
ecologically  significant  patches  at  this  time. 

■  Project-level  NEPA  analysis  of  efforts  on 
remaining  late-successional/old-growth  will 
occur  prior  to  implementation. 

Action:   Currently  working  on  issue. 
Coordinating  response/conformance  review  with 
FS  IRT  and  the  REO. 
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WORKING  WITH  THE  REO 
REVIEW  OF  LSR  ACTIVITIES  IN  1995 

Debbie  Pietrzak,  REO,  503-326-6273 


The  REO  is  part  of  the  interagency  structure 
established  in  the  ROD  to  coordinate  the 
activities  of  federal  agencies  involved  in  the 
Northwest  Forest  Plan.   Given  the  topic  of  this 
workshop,  this  outline  addresses  one  of  the  most 
common  ways  BLM  field  personnel  interact  with 
the  REO:  through  the  review  process  for  certain 
activities  within  Late-Successional  Reserves 
(LSRs). 

REO  reviews  of  LSR  activities  generally  fall  within 
three  categories: 

■  Project  proposals  (including  salvage, 
silvicultural  treatments,  and  certain  multiple- 
use  activities); 

■  Assessments  (and  related  documents);  or 

■  Questions  regarding  the  S&Gs  (including 
proposed  changes  to  the  S&Gs,  LSR 
boundary  changes,  and  interpretation  of  the 
S&Gs). 

Although  criteria  to  exempt  certain  activities  from 
REO  review  may  be  established  in  the  future,  it  is 
unlikely  that  this  will  affect  BLM  activities  in 
1995. 

The  transmittal  process  (how  proposals  get  to  the 
REO)  and  review  timeframes  were  addressed  in 
the  previous  presentation.   Once  a  proposal 
reaches  the  REO  LSR  review  team,  it  is  evaluated 
for  consistency  with  the  ROD  and  S&Gs. 

The  LSRs  are  to  be  managed  to  protect  and 
enhance  conditions  of    re-successional  and  old- 
growth  forest  ecosystems,  which  serve  as 
habitat  for  late-successional  and  old-growth 
related  species  including  the  northern  spotted 
owl.    These  reserves  are  designed  to  maintain  a 
functional,  interacting,  late-successional  and  old- 
growth  forest  ecosystem  (S&Gs,  C-1 1).   Given 
that  objective,  the  following  criteria  apply: 

■  Thinning  or  other  silvicultural  treatments 
inside  LSRs  are  to  be  beneficial  to  the 
creation  of  late-successional  forest 
conditions  (S&Gs,  C-1 2); 


■  While  priority  should  be  given  to  salvage  in 
areas  where  it  will  have  a  positive  effect  on 
late-successional  forest  habitat,  salvage 
operations  should  not  diminish  habitat 
suitability  now  or  in  the  future  (S&Gs,  C-1 3), 
i.e.,  salvage  activities  may  be  neutral:  and 

■  As  a  general  guideline,  multiple-use  activities 
other  than  silviculture  that  are  neutral  or 
beneficial  to  the  creation  and  maintenance  of 
late-successional  habitat  are  allowed  within 
LSRs  (S&Gs,  C-1 6). 

Through  FY  96,  projects  within  LSRs  (including 
restoration,  recreation,  projects  for  public  safety, 
thinning,  and  salvage)  may  proceed  using  initial 
LSR  assessments  done  at  a  level  of  detail 
sufficient  to  assess  whether  the  activities  are 
consistent  with  the  objectives  of  the  LSRs 
(S&Gs,  A-7). 

An  REO  review  will  generally  result  in  one  of  the 
following  findings: 

■  The  proposal  or  assessment  is  consistent 
with  the  S&Gs  and  ROD; 

■  The  proposal  lacks  sufficient  information  to 
determine  consistency  with  the  ROD  or 
S&Gs,  and  needs  to  be  resubmitted  with 
additional  information; 

■  The  proposal  is  not  subject  to  REO  review; 
or 

■  The  proposal  is  not  consistent  with  the 
S&Gs.  Proposals  or  assessments  found  to 
be  inconsistent  with  the  ROD  or  S&Gs,  or 
those  which  are  highly  controversial  or 
complex,  may  be  reviewed  by  the  Regional 
Interagency  Executive  Committee  (RIEC).   If 
REO  determines  that  the  proposal  has  merit 
(e.g.,  it  is  likely  to  make  a  significant 
contribution  to  achievement  of  other 
important  ecosystem  or  species  objectives 
and  has  impacts  to  LSR  habitat  that  are 
insignificant  or  can  be  mitigated,  or  the 
proposal  better  accomplishes  ROD 
objectives),  the  proposal  could  be 

commended  as  an  exception  to  the  S&Gs, 
or  the  S&Gs  could  be  changed. 
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The  REO  returns  written  findings  (including  any 
findings  and  conclusions  made  by  the  RIEC)  to 
the  BLM  through  the  State  Office.   The  REO 
response  describes  the  basis  for  the  findings. 

Tips  for  a  successful  review  in  1995: 

■  Focus  and  be  concise.    Initial  LSR 
assessments  need  not  include  lengthy 
descriptions  of  all  eight  components  of  an 
assessment;  some  of  the  best  are  less  than 
ten  pages  in  length.   Clearly  describe  the 
proposal.   Focus  on  how  the  proposal  meets 
LSR  objectives,  and  how  it  relates  to 
ecosystem  concepts  such  as  diversity  and 
spatial  distributions. 

■  Put  the  proposal  in  context.   For  example,  if 
the  proposal  is  a  salvage  activity,  is  it 
occurring  in  a  fifty-acre  windthrow  pocket  or 
in  a  thousand-acre  burn?  How  does  the 
proposal  fit  into  the  existing  and  future 
landscape? 

■  Look  ahead  when  selecting  proposals  for 
1995.   Make  allowances  for  review  times, 
paying  particular  attention  to  the  level  of 
controversy  your  proposal  may  generate.   If 
an  activity  is  not  clearly  beneficial  or  neutral 
(depending  on  the  applicable  S&G),  then  an 
interpretation  of  the  ROD  may  be  needed. 
This  may  generate  additional  levels  of  review 
and  lengthen  timeframes. 

■  Read  and  follow  the  ROD  and  S&Gs.  The 
people  who  review  the  proposal  will  look  for 
consistency  with  the  ROD  and  S&Gs. 

■  Work  with  your  State  Office  contact.   He 
maintains  open  lines  of  communication  with 
both  the  REO  and  the  LSR  workgroup.  He 
can  provide  examples  of  successful 
proposals,  and  he  can  give  early  feedback  on 
how  your  proposal  will  be  viewed. 
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SCARCE  SKILLS 

Bill  Bradley,  OR-930,  503-952-6056 


PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


SCA  (Student  Conservation  Association) 
Program. 


Issue:  What  process  will  be  used  to 
identify  work  that  will  not  be  done  in 
'95  and  '96? 


Response/Action:   District  lays  out  priorities  [from 
statewide  priorities). 

■  District  Office  management  team  makes  final 
call. 

■  State  Director's  direction  "Plate  is  full"  no 
new  initiatives. 

■  Only  provide  reports  that  are  legally  required 
if  not  within  the  high  priorities. 

■  Each  supervisor  talk  with  employees  about 
the  work  that  they  are  doing  and  determine 
how  it  fits  into  the  priorities.    Redirect  work 
to  fit  priorities. 

■  Communicate  between  District  Offices  and 
Resource  Areas  on  skills  mix  and  sharing  of 
employees  between  districts.   Example: 
cruisers. 


Restoration,  and  Monil 
not  have  a  large  enoue 
pool  to  handle  the  wor 
of  the  short  timeframe 
the  time  necessary  to ' 
specialist.  How  do  we 
experienced  specialist 
{namely  hydros  and  lis 


have 


OlO  S]  i 


Issue:  Howca 
up  so  we  can  r 
hydrologist  anc 
NPR  and  reorg; 
inordinate  amo 
vacancies; 


Response/Action: 

■  Convey  to  personnel  which  positions  are 
priority  and  fill  positions  based  on  statewide 
priorities. 

■  Explore  other  opportunities  [contracts, 
temps)  -  for  95-96  work. 

■  If  requested  by  districts,  OSO  will  develop 
regional  technical  services  contracts 
[hydrology,  etc.) 


Response/Action: 

■  Placement  of  re-trained  Forest  Service  (FS) 
employees  -  does  not  use  FTE;  still  a  FS 
employee.   See  Instruction  Memorandum 
0R94-1 19  dated  July  17,  1994. 

■  Talk  to  adjacent  National  Forest  about 
sharing  skills. 

■  Skill  needs  identified  by  the  Districts  was 
presented  to  the  Associate  State  Directors  at 
the  last  field  committee  meeting.   A  follow 
up  memo  was  sent  to  the  Field  Committee 
members. 


Issue:  Current  hiring  freeze  may  result 
in  "Robbing  Peter  to  pay  Paul"  for 
filling  scarce  skills-  position  filled  in 
one  District  may  result  in  a  hole  in 
another  District.   Should  the  State 
pursue  an  exemption  to  allow  "Outside 
hiring  to  fill  scarce  skill  positions?  " 


Response/Action:    Memo  written,  circulating  in 
WO. 

■       Freeze  has  been  lifted  on  hiring  terms  and 
temps. 
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■  Will  ask  for  waivers  on  a  case-by-case  basis 
on  permanents. 

■  Memo  received  from  the  WO  -  cannot  rehire 
buyout  employees. 


FY  1996/FY  1997  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED  AT  THE 
WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  Is  a  sale  plan  appeal  proof  with 
no  hydro  input? 


Response/Action:  Yes,  address  water  issues,  but 
a  hydrologist  does  not  need  to  do  the  input. 


Issue:   I  find  it  unique  that  the  BLM  is 
implementing  "Ecosystem 
Management"  with  very  few  ecologists 
onboard.  Why  doesn't  District  TO's 
have  more  ecologist  positions?  Why 
are  no  botanists  or  ecologists  in  timber 
sale  assistance? 


Response/Action: 

■  Most  district  offices  have  ecologists. 

■  Some  districts  have  expertise  but  employees 
are  not  identified  as  ecologist. 


Issue:  If  management  consistently 
does  not  support  resource  specialists 
and  their  recommendations,  there  will 
be  a  constant  loss  of  expertise  as  these 
people  leave.  This  is  happening  just 
when  we  are  experiencing  a  lack  of 
these  skills.  How  do  we  change  this 
trend? 


Response/Action: 

■  Create  environment  that  all  concerns  are 
heard. 

■  Not  all  recommendations  will  be  carried  out. 

■  Let  employees  know  that. 
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PRIORITIES/FIRE 

Roy  Montgomery,  OR-932,  503-326-6748 


OVERVIEW  AND  BACKGROUND: 

Guidance/information  to  successfully  meet  the 
Performance  Agreement  targets: 

In  an  average  fire  season  OR/WA  BLM  can  expect 
a  demand  for  about  1 50  work  months  for  fire 
assignments  to  provide  the  level  of  fire  support 
that  has  historically  been  provided.  To  minimize 
the  impact  on  meeting  workload  commitments 
identified  in  the  performance  agreement,  the 
ORAWA  Policy  on  Commitment  of  Personnel  to 
Wildfire  Suppression  will  be  followed  in  providing 
fire  suppression  support. 

PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  WORKSHOP: 


agreement  and  identify  up-front  their  temporary 
personnel  needs  and  funding  for  this  purpose. 

The  State  Director  should  discuss  with  the 
Director  the  conflict  that  exists  between 
accomplishing  commitments  under  the 
performance  agreement  and  providing  personnel 
for  fire  suppression.  This  discussion  should  focus 
on  recognition  that  some  fire  assignments  may 
impact  our  ability  to  accomplish  all  commitments 
under  the  performance  agreement,  and  where  it 
can  be  demonstrated  that  fire  assignments  were 
the  direct  cause,  relief  from  the  commitments 
would  be  needed. 


Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  How  do  we  meet  priority  items 
and  still  send  people  on  fires  after 
taking  a  2 5  %  hit  on  personnel , 
spending  time  on  reorganization, 
preparing  FA's  WSA,  and  timber  sales, 
and  at  the  same  time  meeting 
customer  needs  and  front  door  traffic? 
These  are  the  ssme  people.  Just 
planning  is  not  an  answer. 


Response/Action:   District  priorities  will  need  to 
be  well  defined  based  on  statewide  priorities. 
Accomplishment  of  priority  work  will  need  to  be 
well  planned  including  work  schedules  and 
identifying  specific  personnel  needed  to 
accomplish  the  work  during  specific  time  periods. 
This  can  then  be  used  to  determine  when 
personnel  can  be  made  available  for  fire 
assignments  in  accordance  with  the  ORAVA 
Policy  on  Commitment  of  Personnel  for  Wildfire 
Suppression. 

In  some  cases  it  may  be  possible  to  use 
temporary  personnel  to  fill  in  behind  permanent 
personnel  who  are  needed  for  fire  assignment. 
Districts  should  consider  this  approach  to 
completing  work  under  the  performance 


iers,  college 
d  relieve 
iployees? 


Response/Action:  Temporary  seasonal  forces  are 
currently  used  for  initial  attack  crews  in  eastside 
districts  which  have  responsibility  for  force 
account  protection.   There  is  also  an  interagency 
crew  contract  which  provides  a  source  of  fire 
crews.   However,  training  and  experience 
requirements  for  fire  overhead  positions  precludes 
the  use  and  dependance  on  temprorary  seasonal 
employees  or  contract  personnel  for  the  highly 
skilled  fire  overhead  positions. 
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ACCESS  AND  TRANSPORTATION 
RIGHTS-OF-WA Y  (A TROW) 

John  Styduhar,  OR-943,  503-952-6454 


OVERVIEW  AND  BACKGROUND: 

Jobs-in-the-Woods 

Take  a  coordinated  approach  to  support  timber 
sale  transportation  needs  and  the  ACS  by 
focusing  on  watershed  restoration  projects  that 
control  and  prevent  road-related  runoff  and 
sediment  production. 

Consider  the  use  of  Jobs-in-the-Woods  funds 
where  excessive  equipment  and  labor  costs  for 
road  construction  and  mitigation  would 
effectively  restrict  competition  or  result  in  below- 
cost  timber  sales.   (Coos  Bay  District  has  played 
heads-up  and  reduced  appraisal  allowances  on 
low-volume  thinning  sales  this  way.)    If  funding  is 
insufficient  to  implement  reductions,  there  will  be 
no  net  increase  in  the  amount  of  roads  in  Key 
Watersheds. 

Plan  road  projects  well  in  advance  of  sale  offering 
to  avoid  simultaneous  use  of  the  contract  area  or 
contractor  delays. 

For  road  restoration  projects  funded  under  Jobs- 
in-the-Woods,  use  actual,  not  replacement  costs, 
when  amortizing  road  improvements  with 
permittees. 

Research  and  Monitoring 

R&M  Group  will  be  given  the  task  of  determining 
the  effectiveness  of  decommissioning  roads  in 
meeting  the  goals  of  the  ACS  for  key 
watersheds.   This    will  require  some 
standardization  of  terms  and  determination  of  the 
point  at  which  net  change  in  the  amount  of  roads 
will  be  measured. 

Watershed  Analysis 

A  watershed  analysis  will  be  required  for  new 
road  construction  in  key  watersheds. 

Watershed  Analysis  will  be  required  before 
construction  of  roads  in  Riparian  Reserves  except 
those  activities  for  which  the  S&G  are  considered 


not  applicable  (existing  right-of-way  agreements, 
contracted  rights,  easements  and  permits). 

Identify  roads  available  and  suitable  for 
obliteration  in  the  watershed  through  the 
transportation  management  component  of 
watershed  analysis. 

Watershed  Analysis  is  not  required  for  use  of 
existing  roads  through  Riparian  Reserves  when 
such  use  is  considered  a  minor  activity 
Categorically  Excluded  under  NEPA. 


PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  WORKSHOP: 

Guidance/information  to  successfully  meet  the 
Performance  Agreement  targets: 

Except  as  provided  for  by  43  CFR  5401 .0-6(a), 
legal  access  to  the  sale  area  must  be  available  to 
all  qualified  bidders.   Easements  and  rights-of- 
way  must  be  secured  by  the  BLM  prior  to 
advertising  when  needed  to  guarantee  access. 
(H-5420-1). 

Sale  planning  must  include  a  thorough  evaluation 
of  the  access  situation  up  front.   Don't  get 
caught  working  on  a  sale  and  later  finding  out 
you  thought  you  had  access  and  don't  or  you 
can't  get  it  in  time.   Fast-track  acquisition  with  a 
willing  landowner,  clear  title  to  the  property,  and 
agreeable  to  the  terms  and  conditions  will  take 
about  18  months. 

If  a  parcel  has  not  been  previously  entered  (i.e. 
isolated  lowlands  or  marginal  sites)  there  is  a 
good  chance  there  is  no  access  for  timber  sales. 
To  the  extent  possible,  locate  FY95/96  timber 
sale  offerings  in  areas  where  legal  access  is 
currently  available. 


Forest  Plan  Implementation  Workshop 


Page  87 


FY  1996/FY  1997  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED  AT  THE 
WORKSHOP: 

Long-range  planning  is  critical  to  access 
acquisition,  particularly  road  easements. 
Easement  needs  for  FY97  and  beyond  should  be 
developed  NOW. 

Permanent  easements  should  be  acquired  if  a 
substantial  investment  is  to  be  made  on  the 
ground,  regardless  if  the  road  is  to  be 
constructed  with  appropriated  funds  or  by  a 
timber  sale  purchaser.  Where  access  is  needed 
to  remove  a  small  amount  of  timber  or  where  the 
Government's  investment  will  be  slight,  a 
temporary  easement  is  adequate  for  the  term 
required  to  remove  the  timber. 

Acquisition  costs  for  a  temporary  easement  will 
be  roughly  the  same  as  a  permanent  one,  so 
attempt  to  negotiate  for  perpetual  rights. 

When  planning  sales  in  reciprocal  right-of-way 
agreement  areas,  a  permittee  may  not  be 
agreeable  to  encumber  additional  lands  under  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  if  the  BLM  will  not 
reciprocate.   Assess  and  reestablish  relationships 
with  intermingled  timberland  owners. 

Road  Construction  in  Key  Watersheds/LSR 

Timber  sale  offerings  for  FY95/96  will  require 
new  road  construction  in  key  watersheds.     At 
least  1  (one)  mile  of  federal  road  will  be 
decommissioned  for  each  mile  of  new  road 
constructed  on  federal  land  within  key 
watersheds. 


When  fulfilling  the  legal  obligation  to  provide 
access  across  federal  lands  to  private  land, 
managers  will  maintain  their  focus  on  reducing 
federal  road  mileage  within  key  watersheds. 

In  situations  where  sufficient  discretion  has  not 
been  retained,  agencies  may: 

■  Negotiate  with  the  permittee  on  construction 
standards  and  road  location. 

■  Provide  incentives  for  on-site  mitigation  and 
habitat  enhancement. 

■  Obtain  adequate  interest  in  the  agreement 
rights  to  attain  the  goals  of  the  NW  Forest 
Plan. 

Where  discretion  has  been  retained,  the  use  of 
existing  road  systems  or  temporary  roads  may  be 
necessary  to  meet  the  goals  of  reducing  federal 
road  mileage  within  key  watersheds. 

In  FY95/96  LSR  assessment  may  focus  on  a 
smaller  scope  of  issues  related  to  the  right-of- 
way  and  its  consistency  with  the  objectives  and 
S&G  for  the  LSR.   Site  specific  mitigation 
measures  that  avoid  late-successional  habitat  and 
designing  roads  that  have  the  least  impact  on 
late-successional  habitat.   Work  with  permittees 
to  route  proposed  roads  where  they  will  not 
adversely  impact  known  sites  (Component  1). 


Decommissioning  may  occur  prior  to,  during,  or 
within  a  reasonable  timeframe  following 
construction.   Focus  on  roads  that  pose  the 
greatest  risk  to  riparian  and  aquatic  ecosystems. 
Road  closures  with  gates  or  barriers  do  not 
qualify  as  decommissioning  or  a  reduction  in  road 
mileage. 

Each  agency  will  implement  adaptive 
management  principles  in  regard  to  this  policy, 
(i.e.  Utilize  a  road  bank  account  by  "depositing" 
restored  and  fully  decommissioned  miles  of  road 
in  a  watershed  as  projects  are  completed.   Miles 
are  "withdrawn"  as  new  roads  are  constructed. 
This  option  could  include  advance  deposits  from 
future  projects.) 

Obtain  necessary  clearance  of  third-party 
interests  such  as  reciprocal  right-of-way 
agreements,  easements,  cooperative  agreements, 
etc. 
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PROCUREMENT  ISSUES  THA  T  APPL  Y 
TO  ALL  TOPICS/SUBJECT  MATTERS 

Robert  Hansen,  OR-952,  503-952-6216 


PERFORMANCE  AGREEMENT  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 
AT  THE  WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


fs^tip" 


It  is  apparent  that  we  will  have 
more  contracting  in  the  future  to 
plish  work,  while  facing  a 


Response/Action: 

■  The  majority  of  the  technical  presentations 
stressed  the  involvement  of  Procurement  in 
meeting  program  objectives.    Identify  those 
areas  where  contracting  or  agreements  can 
be  used.   Users  of  procurement  services  are 
encouraged  to  contact  the  appropriate  State 
Office  Procurement  Team  Leader  for  their 
District,  i.e.  Joan  Betts  for  Eugene  and  Coos 
Bay,  Bob  Heaton  for  Medford  and  Lakeview, 
and  Steve  Shapiro  for  Salem  and  Roseburg. 

■  Begin  to  work  with  specialists  in  the 
preparation  and  administration  of  contracts 
in  areas  that  are  non-traditional.   Users 
should  understand  that  assisting  in  the 
development  of  requirements  is  one 
important  role  of  Procurement,  in  addition  to 
developing  acquisition  strategies  and  the 
actual  processes. 

■  Consider  obtaining  Contracting  Officer 
Representative  (COR)  and  Project  Inspector 
(PI)  help  from  outside  traditional  boundaries, 
e.g.  schedule  roving  CORs/PIs  at  the  time 
biological  windows  are  available  at  various 
Districts.    Insure  that  adequate  training  is 
provided  to  CORs  and  Pis. 


FY  1996/FY  1997  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED  AT  THE 
WORKSHOP: 

Questions/issues  resolved  at  the  workshop: 


Issue:  it  is  apparent 
to  use  more  contracti 
accomplish  work,  wh 
declining  workforce. 


Response/Action:   Identify  now  those  areas 
where  contracting  or  agreements  can  be  used, 
and  plan  budget  for  FY  '96  and  beyond. 
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OUTLOOK  FOR  JOBS-IN-THE-WOODS 
(J/TWJ  FUNDING 

Darwin  Priebe,  OR-954,  503-952-6193 


Full  funding  of  $23  million  for  JITW,  as  proposed 
in  the  FY  96  President's  budget,  may  not 
materialize.    Until  Congressional  intent  gets 
clearer  with  respect  to  JITW  (we  get  House  and 
Senate  marks),  do  not  do  significant  work 
towards  a  funding  level  higher  than  FY  95's.   By 
August  of  FY  95  we  should  have  House  and 
Senate  marks  and  be  able  to  make  an  educated 
guess  as  to  FY  96  appropriation  levels. 
However,  if  a  wide  gap  exists  between  House 
and  Senate  marks,  we  have  to  wait  until 
conference  action  before  we  are  sure.   Such  is 
the  appropriations  process. 

At  this  point  in  time  the  most  important  up  front 
work  associated  with  JITW  projects  is  completing 
watershed  analyses,  which  are  the  basic  building 
blocks  for  identifying  restoration  projects  as 
outlined  in  the  restoration  strategy.   Since 
watershed  analysis  provides  a  base  for  planning 
many  management  actions,  including  timber  sales 
and  restoration  projects,  any  work  done  in  this 
area  will  not  be  wasted.   Anything  the 


districts/OSO  can  do  to  help  get  the  up  front 
watershed  analysis  work  done  and  identify  a 
range  of  potential  restoration  projects  will  put  us 
in  a  position  to  efficiently  utilize  whatever  level  of 
JITW  funding  is  finally  appropriated  for  FY  96. 

If  a  district  has  identified  potential  projects 
through  the  watershed  analysis  process  (either 
completed  or  in  progress)  that  require 
engineering,  permits,  etc.,  covering  a  multiyear 
preparation  time  line,  they  should  assess  what 
can  be  done  with  the  limited  dollars  and 
personnel  levels  in  FY  95  to  position  themselves 
for  FY  96.  To  the  degree  that  "free"  dollars  are 
identified  in  your  FY  95  MYR  process,  offices 
should  consider  contracting  for  up  front  work. 
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April  27, 1995 

THE  ECONOMIC  ADJUSTMENT  INITIATIVE  AND  THE 

JOBS-IN-THE-WOODS  PROGRAM 


Overview 


The  Economic  Adjustment  Initiative  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  northern  California,  along  with 
federal  forest  ecosystem  management  and  interagency  coordination,  is  one  of  the  three  parts  of 
the  Northwest  Forest  Plan.  The  Initiative  is  aimed  at  increasing  the  capacity  of  those  affected  by 
declining  federal  timber  harvests  to  regain  and  improve  their  economic  and  social  well  being, 
federal,  state,  local,  tribal,  and  private  representatives  have  joined  together  to  see  that  the 
Initiative  matches  available  technical  and  financial  assistance  with  local  needs.  To  further  describe 
the  Initiative,  and  in  particular,  the  Ecosystem  Restoration/Jobs-in-the-Woods  component,  we  are 
providing: 

•  An  introduction  to  the  Economic  Adjustment  Initiative  (page  1). 

•  General  information  about  the  components  of  the  Initiative  other  than  the  Ecosystem 
Restoration/Jobs-in-the- Woods  part  (pages  2-3). 

•  A  comprehensive  discussion  on  the  Ecosystem  Restoration/Jobs-in-the- Woods  part  of  the 
Initiative  (pages  3-9). 

Our  goal  is  to  include  enough  information  about  the  Initiative  to  provide  an  understanding  of  its 
components  and  its  organization,  and  to  then  provide  an  in-depth  discussion  of  the  Ecosystem 
Restoration/Jobs-in-the-Woods  program,  as  this  seems  to  be  the  component  of  the  Initiative  that 
is  most  closely  aligned  with  the  to  operation  of  the  Intergovernmental  Advisory  Committee. 

The  Economic  Adjustment  Initiative 

Introduction  to  the  Initiative-  The  Economic  Adjustment  Initiative  resulted  from  the  April  2, 
1993,  forest  summit  held  by  President  Clinton.  The  Initiative  establishes  a  framework  for 
cooperative  planning,  improved  decisionmaking,  and  interagency  coordination.  The  Initiative 
makes  technical  and  financial  assistance  available  to  workers  and  families,  businesses, 
communities,  and  tribes.  Under  the  Initiative,  more  than  $1.2  billion  in  financial  assistance  will  be 
distributed  over  the  5  years  from  1994  to  1998.  Regional  planning  figures  are  for  approximately 
$250  million  to  be  available  each  year.  .  . 

Eligible  applicants  can  receive  technical  and  financial  assistance  through  one  of  17  federal 
programs  administered  by  nine  federal  agencies;  three  additional  agencies  provide  only  technical 
assistance.  Table  1  displays  the  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  federal  financial  assistance  commitments, 
by  agency.  While  funding  for  the  Initiative  is  programmed  for  5  years,  the  duration  and  amount  of 
financial  commitments  vary  by  agency.  For  example,  the  Rural  Economic  and  Community 
Development  Service  (RECD)  has  funds  available  for  1994, 1995,  and  1996. 

As  shown  in  figure  1,  Initiative  activities  are  grouped  into  one  of  four  categories:  assistance  to 
workers  and  families,  assistance  to  business  and  industry,  assistance  to  communities  through 
infrastructure  development,  and  Ecosystem  Restoration/Jobs-in-the-Woods.  Table  2  shows  the 
distribution  of  funds  in  FY  1994  and  1995  for  each  of  the  four  Initiative  categories.  Table  3  lists 


the  federal  programs  that  are  included  in  each  of  the  four  categories,  by  agency.    Enclosure  1 
includes  a  description  and  narrative  of  the  federal  programs  and  examples  of  projects  funded  in 
1994  in  the  worker  and  family,  business  and  industry,  and  community  and  infrastructure 
categories. 

Structure  of  the  Initiative-  Assistance  in  the  worker  and  families,  business  and  industry,  and 
communities  and  infrastructure  categories  of  the  Initiative  is  coordinated  and  overseen  by  State 
Community  Economic  Revitalization  Teams  (CERTs).  The  state  CERTs  have  also  taken  an 
active  role  in  the  Ecosystem  Restoration/Jobs-in-the- Woods  Program  by  reviewing  projects 
proposed  by  Provincial  Interagency  Executive  Committees  (PIEC),  working  with  contractors  in 
rural  areas,  and  coordinating  training  for  dislocated  timber  workers. 

The  state  CERTs  were  established  through  a  federal-state  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
(MOU)  for  Economic  Adjustment  and  Community  Assistance,  which  specified  the  agreements 
and  responsibilities  of  both  federal  and  nonfederal  partners  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  both 
strategic  and  implementation  plans  for  the  Initiative.  The  state  CERTs  include  members  from  the 
participating  federal  agencies,  state,  tribal,  and  local  government,  and  can  also  include 
representatives  from  the  private  sector.  The  federal-state  memorandum  complements  the  Federal 
Interagency  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for  Economic  Adjustment  and  Community 
Assistance,  which  describes  the  responsibilities  of  the  participating  federal  agencies  and  identifies 
funding  commitments  by  agency  and  program 

The  state  CERTs  facilitate  outreach,  intergovernmental  coordination,  and  prioritization  of  project 
proposals.  The  nonfederal  members  of  the  state  CERTs  provide  the  federal  members  with  vital 
information  on  a  variety  of  topics,  including  community  structure,  local  goals,  and  strategies  for 
development  of  a  diverse  economic  base.  Each  state  CERT  organizes  and  operates  as  they 
choose.  More  than  1,200  project  proposals  were  considered  by  the  state  CERTs  for  funding  in 
FY  1994. 

The  Regional  Community  Economic  Revitalization  Team,  composed  of  representatives  of  the 
participating  federal  agencies  and  nonfederal  representatives  of  the  state  CERTs,  works  as  an 
intergovernmental  team  to  identify  and  overcome  bureaucratic  barriers,  decide  on  the  equitable 
distribution  of  federal  funds  across  states,  and  coordinate  programs  within  the  region.  The  Multi- 
Agency  Command,  located  in  Washington,  D.C.,  is  made  up  of  representatives  of  the  federal 
agencies  involved  in  the  Initiative  who  have  oversight  and  policymaking  authority  and 
responsibilities.  The  Multi-Agency  Command  works  to  resolve  problems,  policy  issues  and 
barriers  not  solvable  at  the  regional  and  local  levels.  In  1994,  members  of  the  Regional  CERT 
were  awarded  Vice  President  Gore's  Hammer  Award  for  reinventing  the  way  government  does 
business. 

How  a  Project  is  Funded-  The  process  by  which  projects  in  the  business  and  industry,  and 
community  and  infrastructure  categories  are  considered  is  straightforward,  with  detailed  steps 
varying  by  state  and  agency.  Proposals  may  be  developed  by  governmental,  nonprofit,  or  private 
entities  at  the  local  or  state  level.  Locally  developed  projects  are  typically  prioritized  at  the 
county  level  before  they  are  forwarded  to  the  state  CERT.  Within  the  state  CERT,  projects 
meeting  or  potentially  meeting  the  eligibility  criteria  of  the  programs  administered  by  one  or  more 
of  the  Initiative's  participating  federal  or  state  agencies  are  passed  to  a  "lead"  federal  or  state 
agency.  Technical  specialists  from  the  lead  agency  then  work  with  both  the  applicant  and  other 
potential  funding  agencies  to  take  whatever  steps  are  necessary  to  prepare  the  proposal  for  final 
approval;  the  decision  to  approve  a  project  is  made  by  the  funding  agency  or  agencies,  and  is 
subject  to  the  availability  of  funds.  Assistance  is  flexibly  tailored  to  the  circumstances  of  the 


proposal-funding  may  come  from  more  than  one  federal  program,  may  be  combined  with  state 
funds  or  funds  from  other  sources,  and  may  be  in  the  form  of  grants,  loans,  loan  guarantees,  or  a 
combination  thereof. 

Projects  for  the  worker  and  family  category,  which  are  funded  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor's  reserve 
under  Title  ITJ  of  the  Job  Training  Partnership  Act,  are  initiated  by  state  agencies  responsible  for 
worker  retraining  programs.  The  responsible  state  agency  may  work  with  local  governments, 
private,  and/or  nonprofit  parties  to  prepare  the  proposals.  Part  of  the  funds  under  this  category  of 
the  Initiative  are  being  used  to  provide  in-classroom  training  in  business,  ecosystem  science  and 
personal  skills  for  displaced  timber  workers,  who  at  the  same  time  receive  on-the-job  experience 
in  ecosystem  restoration  by  working  on  projects  from  the  Ecosystem  Restoration/Jobs-in-the- 
Woods  program. 


Ecosystem  Restoration/Jobs-in-the-Woods 

Introduction-  Ecosystem  Restoration/Jobs-in-the-Woods  is  the  fourth  of  the  funding  categories 
in  the  Initiative.  As  shown  in  table  2,  Jobs-in-the-Woods  funds  represent  14%  of  the  total  $268 
million  in  FY  1995.  The  Jobs-in-the-Woods  program  has  both  ecological  and  economic 
objectives.  During  the  near  term,  Jobs-in-the-Woods  funding  is  intended  to  provide  employment 
opportunities  that  also  produce  ecological  benefits.  Over  time,  federal  agencies  are  expected  to 
resume  the  timber  sales  program  provided  for  in  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan.  Moreover,  the 
Initiative  projects  and  programs  described  previously  are  expected  to  assist  the  region  during  this 
transition  period,  and  will  strengthen  the  longer-term  capacity  of  the  region's  workers,  businesses, 
and  communities  to  determine  their  respective  futures.  The  Jobs-in-the-Woods  appropriated 
funding  goes  directly  to  the  federal  agencies  responsible  for  implementation  of  the  Northwest 
Forest  Plan~the  Forest  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

Under  the  Forest  Ecosystem  Management  MOU,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  and  Under  Secretary  of 
Commerce  for  Oceans  and  Atmosphere  developed  an  interagency  framework  for  cooperative 
planning  and  coordinated  implementation  of  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan.  This  MOU  establishes 
the  Regional  Interagency  Executive  Committee  (RTEC)  as  the  regional  interagency  body 
responsible  for  implementing  the  forest  ecosystem  management  component  of  Northwest  Forest 
Plan.  On  October  5, 1994,  the  RTEC  released  its  Watershed  Restoration  Strategy,  which 
provided  program  guidance  on  an  interagency  process  for  developing  and  selecting  Jobs-in-the- 
Woods  restoration  projects.  Explicit  in  the  Watershed  Restoration  Strategy  is  the  concept  of 
linking  ecological  objectives  through  Jobs-in-the-Woods  with  economic  and  social  objectives. 

The  restoration  component  of  Jobs-in-the-Woods  is  an  integral  part  of  the  Northwest  Forest 
Plan's  Aquatic  Conservation  Strategy  (ACS).  This  strategy  establishes  new  restoration  goals,  and 
standards  and  guidelines  for  watershed  management  on  federal  lands.  The  ACS  addresses  both 
the  need  to  protect  the  physical  and  biological  watershed  processes  and  the  need  to  restore  the 
ecological  health  of  watersheds.  The  Jobs-in-the-Woods  program  was  developed  to  link  the 
concepts  of  watershed  restoration  with  family-wage  jobs  for  dislocated  workers  in  timber- 
dependent  communities. 

Congressional  Guidance-Funding  for  the  Jobs-in-the-Woods  program  was  first  provided  in  FY 
1994.  Initial  discussions  between  the  states,  the  federal  agencies,  and  other  stakeholders  focused 


on  job  creation  efforts.  Congress,  however,  provided  strong  direction.  Along  with  the  FY  1994 
funding,  the  Congressional  direction  was  intended  to  assure  the  ecological  benefits  from  the  Jobs- 
in-the-Woods  funding,  along  with  the  jobs.  The  Congressional  direction  for  the  Department 
of  Interior  and  related  agencies  featured  four  key  points: 

•  Projects  selected  should  be  those  with  the  greatest  impact  on  factors  limiting  salmon,  and 
favoring  long-term  over  short-term  benefits. 

.     Projects  which  help  secure  Key  Watersheds  will  have  the  highest  priority,  particularly 
those  watersheds  where  more  in-depth  analyses  and  planning  have  been  done.  Funds  are 
to  be  used  for  both  road  projects  (closure,  obliteration,  revegetation,  and  drainage)  and 
watershed  projects  (riparian  revegetation,  erosion  control,  and  slide  stabilization). 

•  An  interagency/interdisciplinary  scientific  review  team  should  be  established  to  review  and 
approve  projects. 

•  An  interagency  (preliminary)  watershed  analysis  will  be  completed  before  any  project  is 
undertaken. 

Generally,  all  federal  agencies  have  recognized  the  need  to  select  sound  restoration  projects. 

■Tnhs-in-the-WooHs  Pmpram  Desmptinns  bv  Federal  Agency-  The  following  is  a  brief  discussion 
regarding  the  funding  intent,  how  funds  are  allocated,  and  program  objectives.  Figure  2  displays 
by  agency,  the  process  for  coordinating  and  funding  Jobs-in-the-Woods  projects. 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS): 

The  focus  of  FWS  Jobs-in-the-Woods  funds  is  to  implement  watershed  restoration 
projects  on  nonfederal  lands  that  benefit  watershed  function  and  species  of  federal 
significance.  The  program  objectives  are  designed  to  contribute  to  the  overall 
implementation  of  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan.  Program  funds  are  used  to  implement 
projects  restoring  watershed  function  using  labor  from  timber  dependent  communities.  In 
concert  with  ongoing  Northwest  Forest  Plan  watershed  analysis  activities,  project 
proposals  are  to  complement  other  watershed  restoration  projects  and  benefit  species  of 
federal  significance,  including  candidate  and  listed  species,  sensitive  and  at-risk  species, 
migratory  birds,  and  anadromous  fish. 

FWS  state  offices  in  Washington,  Oregon,  and  California,  are  responsible  for  the 
processing  of  project  requests  and  the  allocation  of  funds.  The  FWS  coordinates  the 
project  proposals  with  federal  agencies,  states,  tribes,  and  other  stakeholders  at  the  local 
level,  and  with  the  PIEC  and  state  CERTs. 

Implementation  of  these  restoration  projects  occurs  through  a  voluntary  cooperative 
agreement  with  private  landowners. 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA): 

The  Jobs-in-the-Woods  focus  in  the  BIA  is  to  fund  watershed  analysis  and  restoration 
projects  within  federally  protected  tribal  rights  areas  (i.e.,  for  use  on  tribal  and  nontnbal 
lands). 


A  panel,  composed  of  Bureau  and  tribal  representatives,  developed  criteria  for  evaluating 
watershed  restoration  and  watershed  analysis  proposals.  Tribal  proposals  are  ranked 
according  to  the  selection  criteria.  Funds  were  allocated  between  watershed  analysis  and 
restoration  categories  in  approximately  the  same  proportion  as  the  total  amounts 
requested  in  the  tribal  proposals.  Projects  are  funded  within  each  category  according  to 
their  ranking  priority.  The  project  funds  are  distributed  to  the  tribes  via  Public  Law 
93-538  (Indian  Self-Determination  Contracts/Grants). 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA): 

Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  grants/cooperative  agreements,  and  research  agreements  are  the 
EPA's  two  primary  mechanisms  for  funding  watershed  analysis  and  watershed  restoration 
related  activities.  The  states  and  tribes,  in  coordination  with  EPA,  develop  and  propose 
projects  funded  under  the  CWA.  Depending  on  state  and  tribal  priorities,  CWA  funds 
may  be  spent  both  within  and  outside  the  area  covered  by  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan. 
EPA  also  contributes  CWA  funding  within  the  area  covered  by  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan 
through  Congressionally  directed  appropriations  and  geographic  initiatives.  EPA's 
research  efforts  are  funded  through  a  mix  of  cooperative  agreements,  contracts,  and 
interagency  agreements  and  are  developed  with  input  from  the  governor  offices,  state 
agencies,  and  tribes. 

Section  205/604  of  the  CWA  provides  funding  for  assessments  and  planning  to  support 
local  watershed  management  efforts.  Section  106  funds  may  also  be  used  for  watershed 
management  related  efforts.  Section  319  grants  are  used  primarily  for  restoration  efforts 
related  to  nonpoint  source  pollution  problems.  Section  205/604,  106,  and  319 
grants/cooperative  agreements  were  used  by  Oregon,  Washington,  California,  and  the 
Tribes  for  assessment  and  restoration  activities  within  the  area  covered  by  the  Northwest 
Forest  Plan.  Section  319  EPA  funding  was  also  used  by  the  State  of  Washington  for 
technical  assistance  to  private  landowners  on  the  Timber/Fish/Wildlife  watershed  analysis 
process.  Congressionally  directed  CWA  appropriations  were  used  for  several 
geographically  targeted  initiatives  within  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan  area  (for  example, 
McKenzie  River  Watershed,  Willamette  Basin,  and  Puget  Sound  initiatives,  and  Tillamook 
Bay ).  These  geographic  initiatives  helped  fund  state  and  private  participation  in 
watershed  analysis,  restoration,  and  planning  efforts. 

The  EPA's  research  funding  in  Washington  and  Oregon  is  focused  in  the  Washington 
Coastal  Resource  Area  and  the  Willamette  Valley.  These  efforts  will  develop  and 
demonstrate  an  ecological  assessment  process  and  associated  analytical  tools  to  help  link 
watershed  analysis  efforts  at  large  scales  (for  example,  state  or  regional). 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM): 

Jobs-in-the-Woods  funds  in  the  BLM  contribute  to  the  overall  implementation  of  the 
Northwest  Forest  Plan  by  implementing  restoration  projects  on  federal  lands.  The 
purpose  of  these  funds  is  to  achieve  ecological  restoration  and  provide  meaningful  jobs 
opportunities  in  affected  timber-dependent  communities.  BLM  coordinates  the  review  of 
projects  through  PIEC  and  the  state  CERTs.  The  Northwest  Forest  Plan  requires  that  a 
watershed  analysis  be  completed  prior  to  implementing  restoration  activities. 

BLM  state  offices  in  Oregon  and  California  are  responsible  for  the  processing  of  project 
requests  and  the  allocation  of  funds.  BLM  coordinates  the  project  proposals  with  federal 


agencies,  states,  tribes,  and.  other  stakeholders  at  the  local  level,  and  with  the  PIEC  and 
state  CERTs. 

Forest  Service  (FS): 

As  with  BLM,  the  purpose  of  Jobs-in-the-Woods  in  the  FS  is  to  achieve  ecological 
restoration  with  a  focus  of  economic  benefit.  Jobs-in-the-Woods  funds  limit  FS 
administrative  expenses  (project  planning,  design,  consultation,  NEPA  efforts,  contract 
preparation  and  administration,  and  monitoring)  to  20%  of  the  total  dollars.  The 
remaining  80%  is  to  be  used  to  create  private  sector  jobs  for  displaced  timber  workers 
through  contracting  and  retraining  programs.    The  FS  coordinates  the  review  of  projects 
through  PIEC  and  the  state  CERTs. 

The  Pacific  Northwest  and  Pacific  Southwest  Station  Director's  Office  of  the  FS  are 
responsible  for  overseeing  the  processing  of  project  requests  and  the  allocation  of  funds. 
The  FS  coordinates  the  project  proposals  with  federal  agencies,  states,  tribes,  and  other 
stakeholders  at  the  local  level,  and  with  the  PIEC  and  state  CERTs. 


Funding  History  and  Results-  Table  4  shows  the  distribution  of  Jobs-in-the-Woods  funds  and 
projects  by  state  in  FY  1994. 

Contracting  History: 

The  four  agencies  prepared  more  than  600  project  contracts  in  FY  1994.  Evaluation  of  a 
sample  of  FY  1994  contracts  reveals  that: 

•  An  estimated  2,200  workers  were  employed,  equivalent  to  600  full  time  year  round 
jobs. 

•  An  estimated  400  to  500  of  the  involved  workers  were  displaced  timber  workers. 

•  The  work  involved  wage  rates  ranging  from  $12.00  to  $26.00  per  hour. 

•  95%  of  the  projects  went  to  contractors  and  employees  in  the  area  impacted  by 
reductions  in  federal  timber  supply. 

Project  work  included  native  plant  restoration,  riparian  restoration,  road  surface  and 
culvert  work  to  improve  stream  quality,  road  closure,  in  stream  structures  to  benefit 
anadromous  fish  species,  habitat  improvement  projects  for  other  species,  non-indigenous 
weed  eradication,  maintenance  of  previously  installed  fish  and  wildlife  habitat 
improvement  structures,  and  related  management  activities. 

Worker  Retraining/Jobs-in-the-Woods  Projects  in  FY  1994: 

Two  special  displaced  worker  training  projects  were  undertaken,  one  on  the  Olympic 
Peninsula  and  the  other  in  Sweet  Home,  Oregon. 

Each  project  involved  10  displaced  workers  who  were  chosen  to  participate  by  land 
management  agencies,  organized  labor,  job  retraining  specialists,  and  state-level  economic 
development  specialists. 


•  Participants  received  family-wage  rates  for  approximately  6  months. 

•  Each  participant  received  in-classroom  training  on  safety,  entrepreneurial  skills  and 
planning,  ecosystem  management  concepts,  and  wood  technology. 

•  Each  received  on-the-job-training  in  performing  watershed  restoration  activities. 

•  Training  projects  were  designed  to  enable  participants  to  become  part  of  the  wood's 
workforce  of  the  future. 


Jobs-in-the-Woods  FY  1995  Program: 

FY  1995  appropriations  for  all  agencies  total  $37.7  million  (table  5). 

Current  Worker  Retraining  Programs: 

Demonstration  projects  have  been  expanded  to  train  dislocated  timber  workers: 

•  Five  special  projects  are  planned  in  western  Washington. 

•  Seven  special  training  projects  are  planned  for  western  Oregon. 

•  Three  special  training  projects  are  planned  for  northern  California. 

Kfiv  Points  and  Issues-  While  the  FY  1994  Jobs-in-the-Woods  program  achieved  many  of  its 
program  goals,  many  lessons  were  learned.  Upon  review  of  FY  1994  accomplishments,  four  key 
issues  needing  further  attention  surfaced.  Those  were  how  to  improve: 

•  Targeting  of  displaced  workers  and  affected  communities. 

•  Tracking  and  reporting  of  economic  and  environmental  outcomes. 

•  Training  and  reeducating  of  displaced  workers. 

•  Packaging  of  projects  to  facilitate  long-term  employment. 
The  following  discussion  briefly  addresses  these  issues. 

Targeting  Displaced  Workers: 

Following  funding,  projects  are  contracted  out  through  federal,  state,  or  private  offices.  It 
is  not  possible  to  restrict  the  awarding  of  a  contract  to  dislocated  timber  workers.  In  FY 
1994,  a  waiver  was  granted  raising  the  limit  from  $25,000  to  $100,000  for  restoration 
contracts  which  were  required  to  be  advertised  in  the  Commerce  Business  Daily.  This 
enabled  advertising  to  occur  in  local  communities,  and  it  permitted  competition  to  be 
restricted  to  contractors  from  the  area  covered  by  Northwest  Forest  Plan. 


Tracking  and  Reporting: 

As  mentioned  earlier,  it  is  difficult  to  know  exactly  how  many  workers  on  restoration 
projects  were  dislocated  timber  workers.  Under  current  federal  contracting  procedures, 
there  is  no  legal  requirement  for  follow-up  reporting  by  the  contractor.  Therefore,  it  is 
difficult  to  know  exactly  how  many  jobs  were  created,  what  wages  and  benefits  were  paid, 
how  long  the  job  lasted,  etc.  To  address  this  issue,  applications  to  request  that  contractors 
be  required  to  report  data  on  the  number  of  workers  hired,  the  duration  of  their  work 
assignment,  wages  paid,  and  whether  they  were  dislocated  are  pending  with  the 
Departments  of  Interior  and  Agriculture.  Following  review  and  endorsement,  the 
Departments  will  forward  their  requests  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  for  final 
approval. 

Training  and  Reeducating  Displaced  Workers: 

Experience  from  the  two  pilot  training  demonstrations  in  1994  confirmed  that  Watershed 
Restoration/Jobs-in-the- Woods  projects  could  serve  as  on-the-job  training  opportunities 
for  dislocated  timber  workers  with  an  interest  in  developing  new  skills  in  ecosystem 
restoration.  Under  the  demonstration  project,  the  federal  agency  enters  into  partnership 
with  a  nongovernmental  organization.  These  partners  are  able  to  target  local  displaced 
workers.  The  demonstration  projects  offer  family-wage  jobs  while  participating  in  on-the- 
job  and  classroom  training.  This  year  the  number  of  training  demonstration  projects  has 
been  expanded  to  15.  It  is  estimated  that  some  500  workers  will  participate. 

Packaging  of  Local  Programs: 

For  watershed  restoration  on  federal  lands  (FS  and  BLM),  local  teams  of  resource 
professionals  identify  potential  projects  in  cooperation  with  National  Forest  and  District 
personnel.  These  proposals  are  reviewed,  prioritized,  balanced,  and  individually  packaged 
through  the  PIEC.  It  is  becoming  more  important  for  the  federal  agencies  to  include  a 
consideration  of  economic  benefits  earlv  in  the  review  and  packaging  process.  Under 
Jobs-in-the-Woods  objectives  for  family  wage  jobs,  packaging  of  restoration  projects 
means  piecing  numerous  separate  projects  together  to  create  a  season's  worth  of  work  for 
the  displaced  workers.  Experience  in  1994  demonstrated  that  with  careful  consideration 
of  project  design,  sequencing,  and  location,  a  greater  breadth  of  in-the-woods  work  could 
be  made  available,  and  the  duration  of  the  contracts  and  agreements  to  do  that  work  could 
be  lengthened;  both  would  strengthen  the  Jobs-in-the-Woods  goals  that  family  wage  job 
opportunities  be  provided  for  rural  woods'  workers. 

Under  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan,  restoration  projects  must  be  preceded  by  watershed 
analysis.  The  ability  to  sequence  and  package  the  restoration  program  is  directly 
influenced  by  watershed  analysis  timing  and  location.  Basin-wide  restoration  plans  may 
allow  the  linking  of  multiple  projects  across  a  watershed  extending  the  scope  of  work  over 
one,  two,  or  three  seasons  of  work. 
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Table  1. -Federal  funds  available  to  the  agencies  in  the  Economic  Adjustment  Initiative  for 
Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995.1/ 

Agency 

Available  Funds  (millions  of  dollars) 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Forest  Service 

36.5 

30.5 

Rural  Economic  and 
Community  Development 
Service 

174.8 

190.6 

Dept.  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development 

1.9 

1.9 

Dept.  of  Labor 

12.0 

12.0 

Economic  Development 
Administration 

11.0 

10.0 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

5.0 

12.0 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

1.0 

3.5 

Environmental  Protection 
Agency 

5.0 

5.0 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

1.0 

2.6 

Total 

248.2 

268.1 

1/  Small  Business  Administration,  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the  USDA  Extension  Service  have  no 
funding  commitments,  but  are  participants  in  the  Initiative  and  provide  technical  assistance. 


Table  2.-Distribution  of  Initiative  funds,  by  category,  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995. 

Category 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Millions  of 
Dollars 

Percentage 

of 

Total 

Million  of 
Dollars 

Percentage 

of 

Total 

Workers  &  Families 

12.0 

4.8 

12.0 

4.5 

Business  &  Industry 

83.3 

33.6 

83.0 

31.0 

Community  &  Infrastructure 

120.9 

48.7 

135.4 

50.5 

Ecosystem  Restoration/ JIT W 

32.0 

12.9 

37.7 

14.1 

Total 

248.2 

— 

268.1 

~ 

Table  3. -Federal  agencies  and  programs  included  in  the  Economic  Adjustment  Initiative,  by 
category  of  assistance. 

Category  of 
Assistance 

Agency 

Program 

Comments 

Workers  and 
Families 

Dept.  of 
Labor 

Secretary's  Reserve,  Title  III, 
Job  Training  Partnership  Act 

Grant 

Business  and 
Industry 

RECD  Svc. 

Business  Enterprise 
Business  &  Industry 

Grant 

Loan  Guarantee 

Forest  Svc. 

Old-growth  Diversification 

Grant  to  States 

EDA 

Technical  Assistance 

Grant 

SBA 

Multiple  Programs 

No  financial  part  in  the 
Initiative,  loan  guarantees, 
technical  assistance  available 

Community 

and 

Infrastructure 

RECD  Svc. 

Community  Facilities 
Water  &  Waste  Water 

Loan 

Grant  &  Loans 

HUD 

Community  Development 
Block  Grants 

Grant  to  States 

EDA 

Planning  Assistance 

Grant 

USDA  Ext. 

Extension  expertise 

No  financial  part  in  the 
Initiative,  technical  assistance 
available 

Ecosystem 
Restoration/ 
Jobs-in-the- 
Woods 

Forest  Svc. 

JJTW 

Contracts,  agreements 

BLM 

JITW 

Contracts,  agreements 

BIA 

JJTW 

Contracts 

FWS 

JJTW 

Agreements,  contracts 

EPA 

Ecosystem  Research 
Nonpoint  Source 

Contract 
Grant  to  State 

Corps  Eng. 

Technical  Assistance 

No  financial  part  in  the 
Initiative,  technical  assistance 
available 

Table  4.~The  distribution  of  Ecosystem  Restoration/Jobs-in-the-Woods  funds  and  projects,  by 
agency,  by  State.  (Dollars  in  Millions) 

Agency 

Funds/ 
Projects 

State 

WA 

OR 

CA 

Other 

Total 

BIA 

Funds 
Projects 

$0.6 

3 

__ 

$0.3 
1 

$0.1 

$1.0 
4 

FS 

Funds 
Projects 

$7.6 
161 

$7.7 
332 

$4.0 
76 

$0.7 

$20.0 
569 

BLM 

Funds 
Projects 

~ 

$4.8 
42 

$0.2 

2 

~ 

$5.0 
44 

FWS 

Funds 
Projects 

$0.8 
8 

1 

— 

$0.2 

$1.0 
9 

EPA 

CWA 
Research 

$0.8 
$1.5 

$0.5 
$1.5 

$0.7 

— 

$2.0 
$3.0 

Total 

Funds 
Projects 

$11.3 
172 

$14.5 
375 

$5.2 
79 

$1.0 

$32.0 
626 

Table  5. -Distribution  of  FY  1995  Ecosystem  Restoration/Jobs-in-the- Woods  funds  by  agency 

and  State. 

(Dollars  in  Millions) 

Agency 

State 

Percentage 
of  Total 

Type  of 
Lands 

WA 

OR 

CA 

Other 

Total 

BIA 

$1.7 

$0.1 

$0.6 

$0.2 

$2.6 

7% 

Tribal, 
Private  & 
Federal 

FS 

1/ 

1/ 

1/ 

1/ 

$14.6 

39% 

Federal 

BLM 

1/ 

1/ 

1/ 

1/ 

$12.0 

32% 

Federal 

FWS 

$1.5 

$1.5 

$0.5 

— 

$3.5 

9% 

Private 

EPA 

1/ 

1/ 

1/ 

1/ 

$5.0 

13% 

Private 

Total 

$3.2 

$1.6 

$1.1 

$0.2 

$37.7 

— 

— 

1/  FY  1995  distributions  by  State  are  ongoing  and  have  not  been  reported  by  all  agencies. 


Comparison  of  FY95  EAI  Dollars 

By  Funding  Categories 


Ecosystem  Restoration  ($37.7) 


Workers  and  Families  ($12.0) 


Communities  and  Infrastructure  ($135.4) 


Business  and  Industry  ($83.0) 


Figure  1 
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ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 
DEPARTMENT  of  LABOR 

Job  Training  Partnership  Act 

RURAL  DEVELOPMENT  ADMINISTRATION  (USDA) 

Rural  Business  Enterprise  Grants 

Rural  Business  Guaranteed  Loans 

Intermediary  Relending 

Water/Waste  Facilities  Grants  &  Loans 

Rural  Community  Facilities  Loans 

Subtotal,  Rural  Development  Administration 


FOREST  SERVICE  (USDA) 


Old  Growth  Diversification 

Community  Assistance 

Private  Land  Stewardship 

"Jobs-in-the-Woods" 

Subtotal,  Forest  Service 


DEPARTMENT  of  the  INTERIOR 


"Jobs-in-the-Woods" 


DEPARTMENT  of  COMMERCE 

Economic  Development  Administration 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

SUBTOTAL,  ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 

FOREST  PLAN  IMPLEMENTATION  (OPTION  9) 
FOREST  SERVICE  (USDA) 
DEPARTMENT  of  the  INTERIOR* 

SUBTOTAL,  FOREST  PLAN  IMPLEMENTATION 

TOTAL  FOREST  PLAN  FUNDING 

^Includes  the  BIA  Timber  Program 

n — |H<Ui  "f„„,Mn„n 


President's  FY95 
Request 


Congress  FY95 
Enacted 


(Dollars  in  Thousands) 


President's  FY96 
Request 


12,000 


184,000 


33,000 

30,000 

3,000 
5,000 


267,000 


12,000 


184,000 


27,702 

18,085 

3,000 
5,000 


249,787 


12,000 


4,100 

4,100 

4,100 

35,300 

35,300 

35,300 

16,000 

16,000 

16,000 

87,000 

87,000 

87,000 

41,600 

41,600 

41,600 

184,000 


3,000 

3,000 

3,000 

10,000 

10,100 

10,000 

4,000 

0 

4,000 

16,000 

14,602 

16,202 

33,202 

30,000 

3,000 
5,000 


267,202 


69,900 

67,259 

74,198 

43,827 

38,330 

49,206 

113,727 

105,589 

123,404 

380,727 

355,376 

390,606 

Run  Date:  Tuesday,  May  02,  1995 


pue  sfiutpasocud  doi{S>[,ioM 
no  tip  quanta  j  dra  i  ueja  issjeojS 

9661    E9ET    S9S   QS 


o  o 


*****  00 


